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Executive Summaiy 



Background. Over the course of many years, with constant change in the way we equip our 
fighting forces, the Services have developed maintenance systentis which have provided those 
fighting forces with the right kind of equq)ment, in first dass condition, when and where 
needed. As a result of a changing world and changing requirements, the Department of 
Defense now finds itself with more depot maintenance capacity than needed. The purpose of 
this study is to help identify the best way to scale down that excess opacity and reduce costs 
without degrading current or future cq>ability to meet our peacetime and wartime needs. 
Further, this study examines whether we are organized in a way that will enable us to act 
quickly and decisively and, if not, recommend a better organizational arrangement. 

Our study group visited a sanq>ling of Service maintenance dqpots, talked with the Sendees' 
leadership, talked with customers of the depots, and examined a great deal of historical . 
material that has been written about depot maintenance. We examined seven management 
alternatives that were developed by the Joint Staff. The alternatives were examined against a 
set of criteria that included cost savings, capacity reduction, urmecessary duplication and 
military responsiveness. We viewed the seven alternatives not as precise, organizational 
blueprints, but sinq>ly as frameworks upon which to do conq>arative analysis. Such analysis 
led us to a variation of one of the seven alternatives which ultimately resulted in our 
recommendation. 

In all cases, tfiis study only examines depot level maintenance and does not suggest in any 
way changing individual Service responsibility for integrated weapon system management. 
Before we discuss any conclusions or recommendations we want to make clear that we have a 
great deal of cnq)athy with Service Chiefs, who are legitimately concemed about their 
continuing ability and accountability to provide for ready fighting forces. We understand that 
they would be particularly concemed if they wen to lose dose control over the maintenance 
of their equipment. 

Currently, when an operational unit is not served well by the maintenance system, a Service 
Chief has authority to make changes, reorder priorities and resources, and redirect efforts to 
correct problems or inequities. Similarly, operating units have established good working 
relationships with their individual maintenance activities. They are in continuous negotiations 
to accommodate each other's problems which usually involve money, time, quantity, and 
priorities. Because of these very real and legitimate Service concerns, we have strived to 
identify a maintenance system that presoves and strengthens the close ties between 
warfighters and "maintainers.** 

Most of the alternatives examined do not produce substantial savings or significant reductions 
in excess capacity and urmecessary duplication. Therefore, while each of these alternatives 
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are discussed in the body of the study, we believe that there are basically only three options 
which are serious challengers to the way we currently perform depot maintenance. They are: 

- Executive Service, or sometimes called Single Service, management of depot level 
nraintenance by major weapon systems categories. 

~ Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a single Defense Maintenance 
Agency. 

~ Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a Joint Depot Maintenance 
Command. 

We recognize that full contracting out of depot maintenance functions to commercial industry 
is also a long-term possibility. Since more or full commercial maintenance of Service 
equipment could evolve firom any of the preceding ^roaches, it is not discussed in great 
detail herein. Because it involves the larger question of preserving the industrial base and 
more flexibility in work force levels, the whole issue of contracting out deserves further stody 
in the future. 

rnnriHsioM ap rf P*fnmim.ndatioiis. The Current depot management structure in DOD and the 
Services has not resulted in substantial competition, interservicing, reduction of capacity or 
duplication of effort. There is nothing to indicate that continuation of the current way of 
doing business will result in any significant departure from past perfomtiance. 

We believe that the DOD currendy has 25 to 50 percent more depot capacity than the 
Departmem will need in the funure and unnecessary diq)lication exists throughout the 
individual Service depots, especially wbea viewed across Service boundaries. Qosure of a 
significant number of depots will be necessary if we are to reduce excess cq)acity. We 
believe the only effective way to close depots is through the Base Realignment and Qosure 
(BRAC) process. TTie BRAC process should be a coordinated effort across Service lines that 
integrates requirements and accurately reflects unneeded facilities. This action must start 
immediately because of the necessity to provide recommendations to the 1993 BRAC 
Commission in the next few months. 

Elimination of unnecessary cq>acity and duplication has the potential for substantially 
reducing long-term costs. We emphasize long-term because savings from depot closures, for 
example, will not begin for three to seven years and will take several years to produce 
maximum savings. The precise value of savings that may be achieved cannot be determined 
because of all of the variables and dynamics involved. A rough estimate ranges from a low 
of two to a high of nine billion dollars over the next ten years. We are confident, however, 
that savings will be optimized only if consolidations are maximized and begin as soon as 
possible with associated workload shifts occurring over die shortest possible period of time. 
The total savings will depend upon the alacrity with which decisions are made and willingness 
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to make up front investments. No attempt has been made to allocate potential savings to the 
individual Services. 

We believe that any change in organizational structure and management of depot activities 
must consider and accommodate the legitimate concems of the customers. Of the three final 
alternatives examined, only one results in substantial cost savings, excess edacity reduction 
and elimination of unnecessary duplication while fiilly satisfying the need for close ties 
betwem the warfighters and the "maintainers." 

We recommend the establishment of a unified command for depot maintenance with full 
authority to organize current Service depots as detemiined by the new command and as 
£?>proved by the Joint CSiicfis of Staff. We believe that a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
will produce the greatest opportunities for responsiveness, efficiency and matching opacity 
with future requirements. Since it would be a unified command with Service components it 
does not appear that any change to Tide 10, U.S. Code responsibilities is required. Changes 
may be required to the responsibilities specified in DOD directives that prescribe Service 
functions. 

A fall discussion and listing of over a dozen conclusions and our recommendations can be 
found in Chapters V and VI of this report. 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 



1. Roles and Missions . Department of Defense (DOD) Directive 5100.1, Functions of the 
Department of Defense and Its Major Components^ assigns the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps, under their respective Secretaries, the responsibility for, "Providing logistic 
support for Service forces, including procurement, distribution, supply, equipment, and 
maintenance, unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of Defense." To meet the 
responsibility to maintain its equipment, each Service operates a depot maintenance system. 

2. ffttting tht Stagt Depot maintenance is a key part of the total DOD maintenance effort 
and is a vast undotaldng supporting over 700,000 pieces of equipment: 36,000 combat 
vehicles, 660,000 wheeled vehicles, 500 ships, and 20,200 aircraft of over 100 different 
models. Depot maintmance requires extensive shop facilities, specialized equipment, and 
highly skilled technical and engineering personnel to perform major oveifaaul of parts or . 
completely rebuild parts; assemblies, subassemblies, and end-items. This includes reverse 
engineering and manufacturing/remanufacturing of parts, modifications, testing, and 
reclamation. Depot maintenance also requires the flexibility to accommodate readiness 
changes and problems relating to safety of fli^ maintenance or inspection, scheduling 
maintenance to maintain alert opabilities, and particulaxiy, the ability to surge to meet 
contingency requirements. 

a. The depot maintenance business environment within DOD is conq)lex and, by 
necessity, not a monolithic entity. The Services not only have multiple, diverse products, 
but they also have independently developed different depot maintenance management 
^^roaches to meet their unique requixements. The wodc done is not limited to the basic 
dqx>t facilities but is carried out by teams dispatdied to, or resident at, stations and stups 
worldwide. Additional woik is performed under contract in the Continental US (CONUS) 
and overseas. It is important to recognize that depot maintenance is not only big business 
and coniplex but tfiat it is not discrete and separate from the material management 
function. Depot maintenance is an integral part of cradle-to-grave, integrated weapons 
system managen^nt. Among other things, this involves design, test and evaluation, 
reliability centered maintenance, and in-service engineering. 

b. The DOD depot maintenance system employs about 130,000 DOD civilian personnel 
and nearly 2,000 militaiy personnel. There are 29 major DOD depot maintenance 
facilities consisting of Army dqpots. Air Force air logistics centers (ALC), Naval aviation 
depots (NADEP), Naval sh^ards (NSY), Naval electronic systems engineering centers, 
and Marine Corps logistics bases (MCLB) that perform depot maintenance (Figure I-l). 
There are also sixteen Anny and nine Navy facilities in CONUS for weapons and 
munitions depot maintenance. They are listed in Appendix M. 

c. Annually, DOD spends about 13 billion dollars for depot maintenance operations with 
about 70 percent of this expenditure accomplished in DOD facilities and the balance by 
contractors. Data foir FY89-FY97 are shown in Table I-L Figures 1-2, 1-3, and 1-4 depict 
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the FY86-FY90 average Service cost share of depot maintenance, costs by major 
commodity, and the FY90 distribution by cost elements. 



Figure I-l Defense Depot Maintenance Facilities 
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Table I-l Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Budget 



(Then Year SMillions) 


FY89 


FY90 


FY91 


FY92 


FY93 


FY94 


FY9S 


FY96 


FY97 


Anny 


Organic 


1,016.8 


1,121.7 


1,301.0 


U16.1 


1,111.6 


1,053.2 


1.014.6 


1,028.3 


954.4 




Contract 


541.2 


528.2 


946.0 


8517 


738.2 


617.5 


711.1 


591.5 


546.8 




Total 


U58.0 


1,649.9 


2,247.0 


2.168.8 


1,849.8 


1,670.7 


1,725.7 


1,619.8 


1401.2 


Navy 


Organic 


4,468.6 


4,918.0 


4,615.6 


4,839.6 


4,788.4 


4,857.9 


5.340.1 


5,388.1 


5.411.0 




Contract 


1,921.7 


2,155.1 


2,531.8 


2,743.9 


1303.5 


1046.7 


1187.4 


1241.1 


1256.3 




Total 


6,390.3 


7.073.1 


7.147.4 


7.583.5 


7,091.9 


6,904.6 


7427.5 


7,629.2 


7,667.3 


AirFdrce 


Organic 


2,618.6 


2.4411 


2.568.7 


2.6814 


2,791.3 


1801.4 


18204 


17314 


1751.6 




Cmitract 


1,850.6 


1.687.2 


1.286.4 


1.144.5 


1,134.1 


1,017.7 


909.1 


970.5 


986.3 




Total 


4.469.2 


4,129.3 


3,855.1 


3,826.9 


3,925.4 


3,819.1 


3,729.6 


3,7019 


3,737.9 


Marines 


Organic 


84.0 


72.3 


135.0 


2318 


56.2 


94.5 


99.9 


116.0 


166.3 




Contract 


4.4 


3.1 


4.2 


5.1 


6.8 


5.7 


5.4 


5.4 


5.4 




Total 


88.4 


75.4 


139.2 


237.9 


63.0 


100.2 


105.3 


121.4 


171.7 


TOTAL 


Organic 


8.188.0 


8.554.1 


8.620.3 


9,070.9 


8,747.5 


8,807.0 


9,275.1 


9,264.8 


9,283.3 




Contract 


4,317.9 


4.373.6 


4,768.4 


4.746.2 


4,1816 


3.687.6 


3,813.0 


3,808.5 


3.794.8 




Total 


12405.9 


12,927.7 


13.388.7 


13,817.1 


11930.1 


11494.6 


13.088.1 


13,073.3 


13.078.1 


Source: 


FY89/90 


FY90/FY91 Program Objective Summary, JDMAG 












FY91-97 


Table 1-2. DDMC Corporate Business Plan (FY92-97), Oct 92 (Draft) 
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Figure 1-3 Depot Maintenance Commodity Cost Siiare 
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d With the easing of geopolitical tensions and reduced defense budgets, the force 
structure is downsizing to the Base Force level and operating tempos are being reduced in 
many cases. Figure 1-5 iUustrates the percent change from the FY91 to FY97 
programmed levels for depot maintenance expenditures, active component miUtary 
personnel strength levels, DOD total expenditures, and DOD Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M) expenditures. While depot maintenance expenditures appear to remam relatively 
stable during this period, the other categories reflect the downsizing of the Department 

Figure 1-5 Defense Programs (Percent Change from FY91) 
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3. v^^t Ffforte To TmprovA n^not Mflintf f*"^ Flficiencv. Since the early 1960s, the 
Services, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). and external agencies and 
commissions have undertaken numerous management initiatives, smdies, and auditswith 
recommendations for improving depot maintenance effectiveness and economies. These 
include standardizing cost accounting and reporting systems, increasing interservicmg and 
competition, and varying degrees of depot maintenance modernization and centralization. 
Although these efforts resulted in some improvements, excess c^adty, unnecessary 
duplication, and inefficiencies still exist. 

a. Some of the earlier DOD efforts were: 

(1) Calling for comparable and rcUable cost accounting, performance measurement 
reporting, and C5q>acity measurement. Universally accepted, standardized procedures 
have not yet been developed. 
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(2) Directing the Services to take advantage of the facilities and c^abilities of the 
other Services through interservicing agreements and having depots and private 
industry compete for work. Some progress has been made in this regard but in FY91 
interservicing was only about 3 percent of the total depot budget and savings attributed 
to competition were only O.S percent of the FY91 depot budget. 

(3) Consolidating some engine and avionics maintenance in the Air Force and Navy. 
The consolidation e£Ports fell short of the recommendations of the 1970 Blue Ribbon 
Defense Panel's Report to the President for a unified logistics command and a 1973 
General Accounting OfGce (GAO) report recommendation to assign a single manager 
for maintenance of specific classes of supply. 

b. The Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) have provided senior-level guidance and 
priorities for joint initiatives and efforts to improve depot maintenance. Current JLC 
membership is the Commander, US Army Materiel Command; the Commander, Air Force 
Materiel Command; the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics); the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Installations and Logistics, Headquarters, US Marine Corps; and the Direaor, 
Defense Logistics Agency.v'Iii March 1980, tiie JLC established an organization that 
evolved into die Joint Hepox Maintenance Analysis Group (JDMAG) to expedite cross- 
service coordination and to assimilate other advantages of a single manager, but have 
consistendy maintained that each of the Services must retain management control of their 
respective depots. 

c. In June 1990, dissatisfied with progress, the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef) 
concluded that substantial opportunities existed to increase the efficiency and reduce the 
cost of the Dq)artm6nt*s dqxit maintenance activities while continuing to effectively 
conduct their maintenance mission. He directed tfie Service Secretaries to develop near- 
term and long-range plans for increased efficiency^ including single-siting of workloads in 
the Air Force and Naval air depots; and a plan for improved maintenance information 
management. In addition, he established a Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
to advise the Assistant Secretary of Defmse for Production and Logistics on depot 
maintenance management within DOD. The DDMC serves as a mechanism for 
coordinated reviews of DOD depot maintenance policies, systems, programs, and activities 
and provides advice on initiatives for reducing costs. It is the mechanism for joindy 
planning, monitoring, and evaluating the implementation of management inq>rovement 
initiatives. The DDMC is coniposed of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Logistics) and the JLC, who, in this case, are the designated representatives of the 
Service Secretaries. Under the direction and sponsorship of the JLC, the Services began 
execution of the DDMC strategy to increase depot efficiency and productivity by 
streamlining, restracturing, and consolidatingfimctions, while preserving the ciqpability 
needed to ensure equipment and wei^n system readiness. 

d. The Service Under Secretaries identified near-term streamlining plans that would save 
1.7 billion dollars over the period FY91-95. The DDMC formed Joint-Service study 
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groups to examine 18 specific commodity areas (fixed wing aircraft, ground 
communications and electronics. smaU arms, etc.) to identify potential economies and 
efficiencies that the Services could achieve through both unilateral and coordinated 
actions. Based on the findings and recommendations of the commodity smdies, the 
Service Secretaries, in their Joint Services Business PUm, dated February 1991, joindy 
agreed to specific actions which would result in savings of 1.15 biUion doUars during the 
period FY91-FY95. The majority of the savings are from unilateral actions and mclude a 
total of 0.263 biUion doUars resulting from interservicing. Separate joint-service study 
groups also looked at four general management areas: cost comparability, perfoimance 
measurement, csqpacity/utilization measurement, and maintenance information management. 
As a result of these four general smdies, OSD has published a cost comparability 
handbook, developed a system to measure performance that is consistent with Total 
QuaUty Management, published a production shop capacity measurement handbook, and 
established the Joint Logistics Systems Center as the DOD executive agent for depot 
maintoianoe systems. <^ 

e. The Service Under Secretaries then prepared a Corporate Business Plan (CBP) that 
accumulated, in one document, their entire plan for saving 3.9 biUion dollars over the 
period FY91-97. Hie CBP includes the 1.7 billion dollars near-term savings, the 1.15 
biUion doUars of savings associated with the commodity stodies, and 1.1 biUion doUars of 
other savings. 

f . The Defense Management Review process has resulted in two decisions with direct 
iitmact on depot maintenance. Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908, 
dated 17 November 1990, and DMRD 908C, dated 12 January 1991, Consolidating Depot 
Maintenance, formalized the 6.4 biUion doUars savings from FY91-FY97 recommended by 
the Service Under Secretaries to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and 
Logistics in the CBP. (The 1.15 biUion doUars commodity area savings described in the 
preceding paragrq)h have been subsumed into the CBP savings.) Hie annual DDMC CBP 
describes the joint Service strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial 
base and achieving these savings. The 1992 CBP is, by far. the most aggressive 
promulgated to dale. Near-term savings wiU result from downsizing both direct and 
indirea work forces, closure of facUities, canceUation of faciUty projects, and internal 
Service woikload consoUdations, including single-siting workload in the NADEPs. 
Projected near-tenn savings are 3.2 bflUon doUars, Long-range actions uiider 
consideration include increased interservicing, increased competition, and in:q>roved 
cq>acity utUization. Interservicing savings projected to be 134.7 mflUon doUars accrae 
from greater economies of scale through consoUdations, which reduce recurring cost to the 
gaining depot. The losing activity wUl reaUze savings through reduced overhead 
associated with reduced workload and facUity downsizing. Conqwtition among the depots 
and between depots and private business is projected to provide savings of 1.73 bUHon 
doUars. Capacity utUization savings of 1.28 biUion doUars wUl be achieved through 
redistribution of workloads within and among the Services. The projected savings by 
Service are shown in Table 1-2. In reality, it is highly unUkely that the Services wUl be 
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able to meet these savings without actions that will severely affect readiness and the 
ability to go to war. 



Table 1-2 Projected Joint Service Savings 



(SMiUioas) 


FY91* 


FY92 


FY93 


FY94 


FY95 


FY96 


FY97 


Total 


Army 


6.2 


21.1 


60.0 


206.9 


228.4 


2618 


280.4 


1,065.8 


Navy 


274.0 


392.5 


513.8 


614.4 


755.7 


543.6 


4618 


3.556.8 


Air Force 


58.4 


149.3 


235.5 


299.8 


367.4 


2917 


305.2 


1.708.3 


Marine Corps 


1.1 


4J 


3.8 


6.1 


4J 


4.4 


4.2 


28.6 


Total 


339.7 


567.4 


813.1 


1.127.2 


1356.0 


1.103J 


1.0516 


6.359J 



* FY91 column leflects near-tenn savings achieved which exceeded the FY91 target of $258.8 million 

by $80.9 million. 
Somce: DDMC Coiporate Business Plan (Fy92.97). Oct 92 (Draft) 



4. Study Objective, The Dqx)t Maintenance Consolidation Study was chartered by the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OCS) in Sqitember 1992 and was led by a group 
composed of one retired senior officer from each Service and a retired representative from 
industry. The purpose of the study was threefold: 

a. To review the existing depot maintenance strocture in each DOD Service and the Coast 
Guard.^ A summary of this review is presented in Ouqpter 11. 

b. To identify and analyze alternatives for reducing costs, duplication, overlap, and 
overall depot maintenance opacity. Analysis methodology is summarized in Chapter m 
and the analysis of seven alternatives is presented in QiaptcT TV. 

c. To recommoid cost effective altemative(s) to reduce duplication, overlap, and overall 
depot maintraance capacity. Any recommendation made must ensure that the depots will 

. be able to support peacetime readiness requirements, sustain forces during crisis response 
and contingency operations, and return equipment to established readiness standards upon 
redeployment Conclusions and recommendations are included in Chq)ters V and VI. 

' As the study progressed it became qiparent that because of the unique mission and 
relatively small requirement, there is no utility in consolidating Coast Guard depot 
maintenance activities into the DOD system. The Coast Guard currently does maintenance 
in-house or contracts out to conmiercial industry or the DOD, whichever is least costly and 
most responsive to their needs. Accordingly, no recommendations are made regarding Coast 
Guard depot maintenance. 



1-7 



v'\: ^ 't. v.- -j:^^ vbBi-: u -'V -.^^^^^ w/;;-^ •'V;|:rJ i#£fr .JL^.^,7.ivt/ Ju^-.-^ 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

' r ■'"k*^'^ -.diK-.rf"- , n Ktr^-i^^mi f:^r,:d^3\^-^^\ XhXri^j^ -"i: 2»Mf. *j<it 



Ir8 



r 



CHAPTER n . TODAYS DEPOT MAINTENANCE ENVIRONMENT 



1. Introduction. This ch^ter provides a brief description of the Services* current depot 
maintenance facilities and discusses the history of Service efforts to reduce the cost of depot 
maintenance. It also addresses opportunities for further cost efficiency and the potential for 
increased savings from interservicing, competition, and cq)acity reduction. 

2. Depot Facilities Description . The following data on each Service's depot maintenance 
command structure and dqpot facilities were obtained from Service inpats and the JDMAG 
1991 Depot Profiles. 

a. Army. Army depot maintenance is controlled by the Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
through the Depot System Command (DESCOM) and Major Subordinate Commands 
(MSC). DESCOM operates the depots and designates a prime depot for every item 
requiring maintenance. DESCOM also designates depots as "Centers of Excellence'* for 
specific commodities such as electronics or gas turbine engines. MSCs are responsible for 
maintenance of specific commodities, and coordinate their requirements for depot support 
through AMC and DESCOM to ensure maximum benefit from the "Centers of Excellence" 
concept. During conflicts. Army depot maintenance teams deploy to the scene to repair 
battle-damaged equipment in order to avoid returning equipment to a depot. Table II-l 
presents basic information on each Army depot. As noted in Chapter I, the Army also 
maintains sixteen munition depots for ammunition storage and maintenance on US 
territory. Depot maintenance data on these depots was not available. Army munitions 
depot consolidation recommendations will require in-depth consideration of maintenance 
requirements, allowable explosive concentrations, and transportation limitations. They are 
beyond the scope of this study. Sacramento Army Depot is also not listed as it will be 
closed in FY95. 



Table lE-l Army Maintenance Depots 







COST($M) 


Fy93/FY95 




DEPOT CODE 


SIZE(SF) 


Facility/ 


Workload 


TYPE OF 






Equipmeot 


(KDLH) 


WORK 


Anniston, AL~ANAD 


l^M 


138/117 


3285/1956 


Tanks, Small Arms, Ammo 


Corpus Cbiisti, TX-CCAD 


2.2M 


362/93 


4244/4430 


Helos 


Letteikenny, PA-LEAD 


1.4M 


600/150 


2140/2679 


Tac Msls, Ammo 


Red River, TX-RRAD 


1.4M 


855.2/137 


2794/2733 


Lt Cmbt Veb, Ammo 


Tobyhanna, PA-TOAD 


IM 


220/90 


3268/3606 


Electronics 


Tooele, UT-TEAD 


.9SM 


1700/23 


1356/1068 


Tac Veh, Rail 



b. Navy. The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) controls Navy depot maintenance 
through the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) for aircraft, die Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEA) for ships, and the Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
(SPAWAR) for space, surveillance, communications, and computer electronics. Each of 
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these three commands is responsible for the depot maintenance of its platfomis and 
operates depots to accomplish the work mostly independent of other faciUties. Navy 
aviation depots are being reorganized along commodity lines to reduce redundant facilities. 
Like the Army, Navy aviation depots and shipyards provide field support to forward- 
deployed activities during conflicts. Naval aircraft depot maintenance is normally 
performed ashore but, in the event of a confUct, depot teams can deploy with each aircraft 
canier to repair depot-level battle damage aboard ship. Shipyard engineering and repair 
teams also forward deploy as needed to repair major equipment casualties on scene 
without requiring that the damaged ship withdraw to a Navy shq>yatd. Tables n-2, n-3, 
and n-4 present basic information on each of the depots. As discussed in Chapter I, there 
are also nine Navy fecilities operated by NAVSEA in CONUS that perform weapons 
maintenance and wiU be considered for consoUdation by this study. Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, which has four usable drydocks, is not listed as it will be closed by FY96. 

Table n-2 NAVAIR Malnteiiance Depots 



DEPOT CODE.. . . 


SIZE(SF) 


COST($M) 

FadUty/ 

Equipment 


FY93/FY95 
Woddoad , 
(KDLH) 


TYPE OF 
WORK 


Alameda, CA-NADEP-ALMD 


2.3M 


246/183 


2515/2438 


Aimament 


Cbeny Pt., NC-NADEP-CHYFT 
Jadcsoimlle.FL~NADEP-JX 


13M 
1.6M 


394/250 


2591/2028 
2583/2240 


Acft, Helos, Eng, 
Blades/Vane 

Acft. EoK. E-O, Avionics 


Norfolk, VA-NADEP-NORVA 
North Island, CA- 
NADEP-NORIS 


2.3M 
Z5M 


356/297 
287/288 


3373/2802 
2545/2478 


Acft. CV Support, Hyd Sys 
Acft, ATE, Avionics, CV 
Support. Metioloey 


Ffensacola. FL-NADEP-PNCLA 


1.7M 


214/218 


2871/2817 


Acft, Generatois 
Helos, Avionics 



Table n-3 NAVSEA Shipyards 



DEPOT CODE 
Charieston. SC~CHNSY 


#DRY. 
DOCKS 
3 


COST($M) 
Facility/ 
Ecpipment 

1702/220.5 


FY93/FY95 
Woddoad 
(KDLH) 
7112/6406 


TYPE OF 
WORK 


Long Beach. CA-LBNSY 
Maie Island. CA-MINSY 

Norfolk. VA-NNSY 

Pead HaiboTf HI-PHNSY 
Portsmoudi. NH-PTNSY 
Puset Sound. WA-PSNSY 


3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
6 


2236/281.4 
2253/331.8 
2497/216.3 
1196/222.6 
1123/388.1 
2011/302.4 


3990/3636 
6778/6764 
10485/9142 
5161/4346 
6176/4070 
12753/12050 


Non-Nuc Ships. CV 
Nuc Ships. Subs 
Nuc Ships, Subs. CV 
Nuc Ships. Subs 
Nuc Ships. Subs 
Nuc Ships, Subs. CV 
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Tabk n-4 SPAWAR Depots 



DEPOT CODE 


SIZE(SF) 


COST($M) 

Facility/ 

Equipment 


FY93/FY95 
Woikload 
(KDLH) 


TYPE OF 
WORK 


Poitsmouth. VA-NESECP 


.082M 


3.3/6.4 


522/565 


Electronics 


San DieKO. CA~NESECS 


.072M 


36/40 


620/650 


Electronics 



c. Air Force. The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) exercises control of Air Force 
depot maintenance and facilities. These depots are organized under the Technology Repair 
Center (TRG) and Integrated Weapon Systems Management (IWSM) concepts. The Air 
Force implemented the TRC concept in 1973 to consolidate the maintenance of dqx)t-level 
reparables (DLRs) at specific depots along technology lines. This long standing 
centralization of c^ability is used up to, but not including, the highest end item level, i.e., 
type aircraft and engines. The Air Force maintains dual sources of repair for many 
commodities. IWSM provides a single point of contact for all wejqwn system platforms 
regardless of the number of TRCs providing that support. Table n-5 describes Air Force 

dQ)OtS. ■ • ■ • .. ^. 

Table n-5 Air Force Maintenance Depots 



DEPOT CODE 


SIZE(SF) 


COST($M) 

Facility/ 

Equipment 


FY93/FY95 
Woddoad 
(KDLH) 


TYPE OF 
WORK 


Ogden. UT-OO-ALC 


3.7M 


351.8/663.6 


6890/6296 


Strat Msls, Acft, Air Mun, 
Photo/Recon, Ldg Gear, 
SIMS 


Oklahoma Qtv. OK-OC-ALC 


5.3M 


1133.4/526.2 


7366/6770 


Acft, Eng. Oxygen 


Sacramento, CA~SM-ALC 


3JM 


633.6/503.5 


6387/6032 


Comm-Elec, Acft, Gnd 
Hec Hyd 


San Antonio. TX~SA-ALC 


3.8M 


372.0/648.9 


7289/7202 


Acft, Eng. Nuc Eoaip 


Wamet Robins, GA-WR-ALC 


3.4M 


257.7/850.1 


7151/6605 


Acft, Avionics, Props, 
LifeSupt 


Newadc OH-AGMC 


.47M 


243.5/301.8 


1128/1106 


Metrology, Nav Sys 



d. Marine Corps. Marine Corps depot maintenance is controlled by the Commander, 
Marine Corps Logistics Bases, through the Maintenance Directorate. Marine Corps depots 
maintain virmaUy identical capabiUties to provide support for Marine Corps operational 
units depending on unit location. TTie Albany, GA, depot is the primary support facility 
for the Maritime Pre-positioning Force. Marine Corps depots also perform much "other- 
than-depot" maintenance to assist organizational and intermediate maintenance 
organizations. Table 11-6 describes both depots. 
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Table n-6 Marine Corps Logistics Bases 



DEPOT CODE 


S]ZE(SF) 


COST($M) 

Facility/ 

Equipment 


FY93/FY95 
Woddoad 
(KDLEI) 


TYPE OF 
WORK 


Albany, GA-MCLBA 


J2M 


85/35.9 


1674/1180 


AmpbibVeh, Wpns. 
Electronics, Tac Veh 


Barslow, CA-MCLBB 


.7M 


47/23 


1718/1187 


Amphib Veb, Wpns 
eecttonics. Tac Veh 



e. Coast Guard. . Coast Guard depots belong to the Department of Transportation, not Ae 
DOD. The Office of Bigineering, Logistics and Development, through the Aeronautical 
Engineering Division and the Naval Bigineering Division manages the depot maintenance 
syston within the Coast Guard. Most Coast Guard depot level maintwiance is peifomied 
by commercial contract. The Coast Guard depot at Elizabeth City, NC, performs 31.5 
petcoit of aviation depot maintoiance and the Coast Guard shq)yard at Curtis Bay, MD, 
performs 18 pacmt of ship depot maintoiance. Table n-7 describes both depots. 

Table n-7 Coast Guard Maintenance Depots 



DEPOT CODE 


S]ZE(SF) 


COST($M) 
Facility/ 


Fy93/FY95 
Woddoad 
(KDLH) 


TYPE OF 
WORK 


EUzab«hCity.NC 


.28M 


87/2 


500/500 


Acft. Engines. Helos 


CiutisBay.MD 


IM 


87/50 


1000/1000 


Shios 



3. s«>»^ir«. Dennt MaiPttP'""-'^ Ri^diictioii Efforts. The Services have worked to leduce 
the costs of depot maintenance as their force levels have been reduced. These efforts can be 
summarized into four categories: process improvements; competition between depots and 
private industry; intersCTvicing of depot woik; and reductions in dqpot csq>acity. Each of these 
methods is discussed in the following paragraphs. 

a. Process Improvemoits. Improvements to the processes used to accomplish dq>ot 
maintenance leccive contmuous attention by the Services. Process inqwovemraits usually 
are implemented without relying on cooperation ftom other Services or agencies. High 
tedinology processes, such as robotics and computer-assisted design and manufacmring, 
can yield major cost savings by reducing manpower requirements. Substantial investments 
may be required to install these technologies but they will be amortized by savings 
achieved by the system. After the first years of savings pay for the technology, the cost 
reductions accrued over the rest of the life of the system are pure savings for the depot 
maintenance budget. Non-technology-based imjaovements, such as maintenance 
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conducted under an autonomous, fiilly capable team concept, improve unit costs without 
requiring an initial investment for hardware. No savings have been separately identified 
for process improvement in the CBP. 

b. Competition. Competition is projected to save 1,733.4 million dollars from FY91 
through FY97, over 27 percent of the total CBP savings. It is a method of depot cost 
reduction that has been the subject of Congressional interest since at least FY91. It is 
important to understand some of the legislation that has affected competition in depot 
maintenance before examining the Services* efforts to e^and coixqpetitioiL 

(1) Legislative Background Prior to FY91, DOD Directive 4151.1, Use qf Contractor 
and DOD Resources for Maintenance of Materiel, directed the Services to normally 
plan for not more than 70 percent of their total depot maintenance to be conducted in 
Service depots in order to maintain a private sector industrial base. Navy and Marine 
^ Corps depots ^could conq)ete with contractors for work offered on a conq)etitive basis. 
Army and Air Force depots, on the other hand, were not permitted to con^e for 
depot maintenance work with private industry. Since FY91, Congress has authorized 
all depots to compete with private industry for portions of the total depot workload 
under varying restrictions described in the following paragnqphs. 

(a) The Authorization Act of FY91 authorized the Army and Air Force to 
conduct a competition pilot program with an unspecified portion of the workload 
at one Army and one Air Force depot. 

(b) The FY92 Authorization Act directed that at least 60 percent of the total 
depot maintenance funds expended by the Army and Air Force be used for 
maintenance performed at Service depots. This is known as the organic **core 
requirement*' for depot maintenance. The FY92 Authorization Act also extended 
the competition pilot program through FY92 and FY93, but limited competition- 
eligible funds to not more than 10 percent of the non-core depot funds, or 4 
percent of the total depot funds of these Services. These restrictions severely 
hampered Service efforts to broaden competition of die depots with private 
industry. 

(c) The FY93 Authorization Act modified and broadened the guidelines on depot 
maintenance competition. The Navy was directed to maintain a 60 percent core 
requirement along with the Army and Air Force. For Army aviation depot 
maintenance only, the core requirement was reduced to 50 percent for FY93 but 
then increased to 55 percent for FY94, and returned to 60 percent for FY95. 
Although die 10 percent limitation on the amount of non-core, competition-eligible 
woridoad was rescinded, the Services were directed to not draw the competition 
workload disproportionately from one or several depots. Competition procedures 
were directed to be used if the Secretary of Defense elected to consolidate tactical 
missile maintenance at a single DOD location. Any depot engaged in tactical 
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missile activity when the Authorization Art was enarted was deemed eligible to 
compete. Lastly, the Services were direrted to not move any workload worth 
more than 3 million dollars from a depot to a private facility unless competition 
between the depot and other facilities is used in making the selection. 

(2) FY90 Service Competition Efforts. The DDMC Corporate Business Plan FY91-95 
provided data on the amount of dqpot work awarded on a competitive basis by the 
Services in FY90: This data is listed in Table 11-8 below. The data shows the 
percentage andxvalue of depot woik awarded on a conqietitive basis. The Army and 
Air Force were not authorized to compete with private industry in FY90. Navy depots 
were allowed to conqwte with industry in FY90 and the Navy offered 37 percent of its 
depot work for competitive bid. Other depot work for the Army, Navy and Air Force 
was awarded through sole-source contracts or other non-competitive means such as 
vendor maimenance agreements. Marine Corps depots were also authorized to 
conq)ete?wiih>priyatc industry for dep« work in FY90; but^^n^ work was 

offered to contractt>r5 through competition or any other means.. 



^m^m «3^ble ;n-8;> FY90 Depot Maintenance Competition - . 


Service 


Pet of Depot Maiot 
Awaided by Competitioo 


Value of Depot Wodc 
Awaided by C(»npetitioQ 




Anny 
Navy 
AirFbice 
Marine Coips 


20% 

;>r; ■ ■ . ■■ ■ ■ ■■■■■ 

16% "■ ■ 
0 % 


$ 422M 
^$ 2808M 
■ $ 734 M 

$ 0 M 





Source: DDMC CBP for FY91-FY95 and OSD Report 7220.9M for FY90. 

c. Interscrvicing. Interservidng is another major component of projected long-term CBP 
savings. It is projected to generate 134.7 miUion dollars in savings, 2 percent of total 
CBP savings from FY91 to FY97. Intetservicing achieves cost savings by transferring 
work on comparable systems to the depot of another Service to take advantage of 
economies of scale, and to often avoid the cost of maintaining dual capabiUties in a 
second Service. As seen in Table n-9, FY91 interservicing amounted to less than 3 
percent of the overall Service depot maintenance budget with die Air Force providing 66 
percent of the total. Some Services q>pear to do more interservicing than others. The 
Marine Corps and Air Force spent 9.8 and 6.1 percent respectively of their depot 
expenditures on work performed by other Services in FY91. The Army and Navy spent 
1.4 and 1.3 percent respectively of their total FY91 depot expenditures on interservicing. 
TTie Navy total includes expendittures for ships that is a virtually unique commodity to the 
Navy and is precluded from significant interservicing. When expenditures for ship depot 
maintenance are subtrarted from total Navy depot expenditures, the Navy percentage of 
interservicing is 5 percent. The Air Force has workloads comparable to the Navy's ships 
that are exempt from, interservicing due to the nature of the work. These are large aircraft 
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(e.g,, B-52s, C-5s, and C-141s) and strategic missiles. No other Service has the required 
facilities. 



Table n«9 Depot Maintenance Inteiservicing 



Rscal Year 


FY88 


FY89 


FY90 


FY91 


Depot Maintenance Executed ($DM) (Millions) 


13586.2 


12753.3 


14392.9 


12809.3 


Depot Maintenance Intetservidng (SDMI) (Millions) 










Aimy 


7.5 


13.9 


17.5 


31.3 


Navy 


98.7 


93.9 


95.2 


77.8 


Air Force 


249.6 


192.1 


106.1 


235.8 


Marine Corps 


5.8 


9.8 


8 


13.6 


Total 


361.6 


309.7 


226.8 


358.5 


SDMI/SDM (Pfeioent) 


2.70% 


2.40% 


1.60% 


2.80% 



Source: JDMAO data finmi OSD Report 7220.9M 

d. C^pacity/Woikload Reductions. Since FY88, and particularly since Base Force 
reductions were q>proved, depot workload requirements have generally decreased in the 
Services and are expected to continue through FY9S. Figures II-l through II-S summarize 
requirements and cipacity trends for each Service. 
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(1) The Anny has embraced the "Centers of Excellence" concept in order to reduce 
its requirement for depot facilities. It will downsize its infrastrucmre in FY95 when 
Sacramento Army Depot closes. As shown in Figure II-l, this will reduce Army 
excess capacity to less than 10 perc«it of the downsized cjq)acity of the remaining 
depots in FY97. TTie remaining depots still have the cspabiUty, however, to build back 
to higher late-1980s output levels. 

Figure n-1 Aimy Capacity and WoiUoad 



Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 
35 I r 




Rscal Year 



Depot Capad^ —i— Depot Workload Rqmts 



Source: JDMAO datt fiom P0S^7, POS-89, POS-W. POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92-FY97. 
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(2) NAVAIR has steadily reduced its excess cj^acity by downsizing wittiout closing 
any depots. As shown in Figure 11-2, NAVAIR cs^acity decreases are projected to 
level off in FY94. By FY97, excess capacity is less Aan 9 percent of the remaining 
cjpacity in NAVAIR depots. As with the Army, the potential still remains to restore 
some of those depots to earlier, higher production levels. 

Figure n-2 NAVAIR Capacity and Woridoad 



Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 
30 I 




10 - 

5 - • 

0 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I .1 

86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 

Rscal Year 

— ^ Depot Capacity — «— Depot Woridoad Rqmts 



Source: JDMAG data fimn POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92-FY97. 
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(3) NAVSEA depot capacity and woik is piesented in tenns of their limiting physical 
factor, drydock utilization. As the Navy downsizes to Base Force levels, drydock 
requirements also decrease. Some downsizing in the shq>yard infrasttucttire is being 
accomplished by the closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY96, as shown in 
Figure 11-3. With no further consolidation projected, excess diydock-equivalent 
capacity will be more than 21 percent of that available in FY97. 

Figure n-3 NAVSEA Capacity and Woridoad 

Diydocks/DD-Equlvalents 

50 I " 



40 



30 



20 - 



10 - 

qI i ^ : ' ' 

91 92 93 94 95 96 

RscalYear 

— — NSY Drydocks Avail — DD-Equlvalents 

Used or Projected in Use 

DD-Equlvalent - (# Oiydocks at NSY)x(NSY Utilization Index) 
Souioe: JDMAO and OFNAV N431 data. 
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(4) The Air Force has downsized without closing depot facilities. Depot maintenance 
averages only about 30 percent of the logistics activity at any large ALC. 
Nevertheless, no complete CX)NUS depot maintenance function has been closed despite 
significant Service downsizing. The rate of decline of maintenance requirements has 
exceeded the rate of capacity reduction. As shown in Figure 11-4, by FY97 Air Force 
projections indicate that depot maintenance activities will still retain over 28 percent 
excess capacity with an increasing trend in the percentage of excess. 

Figure II-4 Air Force Capacity and Woildoad 



Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 
60 I ■ 




20 >- • 

10 •• 

0 ' ' J ' 1 ' 1 1 -I I I 

86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 

Rscai Year 

^ Depot Capacity -i- Depot Workload Rqmts 



Souioe: JDMAO data from POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FV-92-FY97. 

(5) Marine Coips depot maintenance requirements fdl steadily prior to FY91 
Operation DESERT STORM support and reomstitution. As shown in Figure 
n-5, FY91 depot woiidoad requirements inoeased above the nominal depot 
cq)acity to support Operation DESERT STORM. This level of effort is 
required throu^ FY95 to reconstitute equipment to pre-Operation DESERT 
STORM readiness. To acconq)lish this work, the Marine Corps increased depot 
civilian personnel 25 percent. Workshifts were also lengthened. By FY96, the 
Marine Corps projects its depot requirements will normalize, although at a level 
35 percent above. pre-Operation DESERT STORM levels. This requirement 
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level is inconsistent with pre-Operation DESERT STORM trmds but will 
reduce excess cj^acity at Marine Corps depots to less than 2 percent as shown 
in Figure 11-5. If FY97 requirements leveled off at the FY90 level, the excess 
cq)acity of the Marine Corps depots would be over 35 pocent Marine Corps 
depot capacity is projected to remain at the same level it has been since FY86. 
TTie slight change in cq>acity shown in FY91 and FY92 is due to a change m 
the OSD's edacity calculation mediodology. Like the depots of other Services, 
Marine Corps depots conduct many activities other than depot maintenance. 
This activity is not reflected for the years FY89-FY91, but apparently is for 
FY92-FY97. 

Figure n-5. Marine Corps Capacity and Woridoad 




Souioe: JDMAO date fiom POS-87. POS-89. POS.90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY9a-FY97. 
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4. R-ospects of Cuirent Depot Cost Rediigtinn Mpfhori^ f^i^^ff O pportunities , While 
some savings have been achieved through competition, interservicing, and capacity reduction, 
the potential for continued success is limited without substantial new initiatives. The 
following subparagrsqphs discuss these limitations and describe potential opportunities for 
additional savings. 

a. Process Ihqxrovements. Faced with declining defense budgets for the foreseeable 
future, depot managers can be expected to take advantage of any process improvements 
that generate greater cost efficiency. This is tme under all of the alternative depot 
organizations considered by this study. For this reason, process improvement will not be 
addressed any further in this study or used as a measure of effectiveness for the 
alternatives to be discussed. 

b. Competition. Con^tition does produce unit cost efficiencies and savings in depots. 
Competition savings would increase if all Services maximized the depot work they award 
competitively, vice the limited amounts seen in the FY90 statistics. CBP competition 
initiatives are projected to achieve savings of less than 2 percent of the total depot 
maintoiance budget firom FY91 through FY97. Competition savings are also limited by 
the core requirement that ensures that at least 60 percent of depot expenditures will be 
spent in Service depots. One additional aspect of competition that must be carefully 
managed is its potential to reduce the number of potential bidders. If contracts are 
awarded repeatedly to the same contractors, other contractors and Service depots may 
dispose of unused ciq)abilities in a manner that precludes their future competition or 
activation to support surge requirements. The winning contractor may evolve into the sole 
source of maintmance for the commodity, resulting in increased costs as opposed to 
savings. Despite these limitations, a significant benefit of conqietition is its ability to 
move work to more efficient private facilities and other depots. Increasing competition 
could shift the lower volume commodity output of less efficient, small workload depots to 
other facilities to take advantage of economies of scale. 

c. Interscrvicing. The FY91 interservicing eflEbrt described earlier achieved only 100,000 
dollars in savings. In FY93, the CBP projection for interservicing savings is 23.1 million 
dollars rising in FY97 to 29.2 million dollars. This magnitude of savings will only be 
possible if all Services interservice vasdy more dq>ot work than has been previously 
attenq>ted. Each Service can argue that there is a ceiling on interservicing imposed by 
their ownership of unique platforms. But a significant amount of similarity and 
commonality, particularly at the engine and component level, make interservicing potential 
many times greater than the current 3 percent. 

d. Capacity Reductions. Reducing edacity and workload, without reducing the number 
of depots, decreases expenditures for direct labor and variable overhead costs, but does not 
significandy decrease the costs of fixed overhead expenses. As will be shown in the 
following paragraphs, only depot closures will result in substantial savings by eliminating 
the fixed overhead of depots closed. 
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(1) Depot fixed overhead includes ttiose indirect costs of depot operations that do not 
vary with the wodc output of the depot. This includes general and administrative costs 
for depot plant operations, planning, and financial management. It also includes some 
of the operation's overiiead costs for equipment managonent, production planning, 
engineering, material management, and quality assurance. KPMG Peat Marwick 
Report, Cunent Cost Baseline for DOD Depot Maintenance, dated 14 December 1991, 
estimates that all of the general and administrative costs, plus 50 percent of operations 
overhead, are attributable to organic maintenance management. This cost approximates 
total fixed overhead and is estimated to consume 28 percent of FY90 depot 
maintenance expenditures. Figure 11-6 shows the declining trend in depot maintmance 
workloadvbctween iinr90 and FY96 within DOD^ 



Figure 11-6 Annual Depot Maintenance Workload 
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Source: JDMAO data ftom POS-87, POS-89, POS.90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92-FY97. 
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(2) Figure 0-7 shows the upward trend in the percent of the depot maintenance budget 
being expended on the estimated fixed overhead of DOD depots during the same years. 
There will be a continued increase in the percentage of depot maintenance costs that are 
due to fixed overhead, if fixed overhead does not decrease with workload. 

Figure n-7 Depot Fixed Oveiliead Budget Impact 

Percent of Depot Maintenance Budget 
35% I , 
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Souioe: JDMAG data for POS-ST. POS-89t POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92-FY97. 

(3) To acconunodate shrinking woikloads, Services have planned to reduce the 
commodity output of each depot, but not to significantly reduce the total number of 
depots. While competition and interservicing reduce costs per unit, capacity reductions 
have the potential to decrease the total costs for direct labor hours and variable overhead 
at the depots. But, like conq)etition and interservicing, ci^acity reductions do not 
significantly decrease the substantial fixed overhead burden. Reducing capacity within the 
depots will push the estimated fixed overhead percentage of depot costs over 32 percent 
by FY96. The redundancy and excess capacity retained at each depot will have an 
increasingly negative impact on the funds available for depot commodity output. As 
future depot maintenance budgets continue to decrease and each Service needs to capture 
more savings, fixed indirect costs will be the prime area to reduce depot expenditures. 
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CHAPTER ffl - ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 



1. Background and Ass pmptions. The Study analyzed seven alternatives that are summarized 
in the study Concqn Paper, Appendix C. Two of the alternatives provide continued 
individual Service ownership and control of its depot maintenance organizations. Three 
provide varying degrees of "Executive Service" management in which the predominant 
Service is responsible. The two remaining alternatives remove depot maintenance 
responsibility firom direct Service control. The first has two options: a Defense Maintenance 
Agency (DMA) or a Joint Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC) organization that would 
report, respectively, to OSD or CJCS. The second alternative provides for contracting out the 
entire d^t niaihtcbance operation. The analysis is based on die following two assumptions.^ 

a. Each Service promts woik of similar quality. 

b. Changing the agoicy responsible for woik performed in a specific location would not 
affect cost. 

2. £til£iia. Eadi alternative was evaluated using the criteria listed bdow. The first criterion 
is the only objective measure, the remainder are subjective. 

a. Cost Savings: Relative recurring and nonrecurring costs and savings were developed 
for conq>arison among Altranatives B tliroug}! F. 

b. Cs^acity Reduction: The ability to reduce excess opacity under each alternative was 
compared 

c. Unnecessaiy Diq)lication: A comparison of how wdl each alternative eliminates 
unnecessary diq)licate cq>ability and unnecessary duplicate ovccbead stmcture was made. 

d. Military Responsiveness: The loss of direct control of a Service's depot maintenance 
cq>ability could potentially degrade both readiness and a Service's ability to respond to 
crises. The impact of each alternative with respect to its ability to maintain peacetime 
readiness standards, sustain forces during crisis response and contingency operations, and 
reconstitute forces iq>on redeployment was examined. 

3. Bflsftlinft Ihfomiation, The baseline information used to analyze the alternatives is 
contained in the Depot Commodity Matrix (Appendix F) that was constructed with data 
provided by OSD, the Services, and JDMAG. The Financial and Facility portion of the 
matrix contains 34 separate data elements to describe each dq)ot facility. The Depot 
Commodity section identifies the type and quantity of wodc that is done at each depot. 
Infonnation presented is for FY91 and has been verified by each Service as of 5 October 
1992. 
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4. ^rnrrflfi^n nf ii..«nin.mente and CapabiUte. The first Step in the analys^ process was to 
aggregate both the requirements for each major classification of hardware and the capability 
to meet these requirements. The Services report capacity and workload requirements by depot 
within the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) in accordance with DOD Instracuon 4151.15, 
Depot Maintenance Program Policies. This document groups maintenance mto mne distmct 
categories and closely resembles the commodity breakdown identified in the commodity 
matrix. Table III-l lists these groups and their subassemblies. 

Table m-l Worit Breakdown Structure (WBS) 



100 Aircraft 


200 Missiles 


300 Ships 


101 Aiifirame 

102 Engine 

103 A/C & Eng acc/comp 

104 Comin& Electronics 

105 Armament 

106 Supp Equip 

107 Other 


201 Frame 

202 Propulsion & comp 

203 Guidance & comp 

204 Payioad&comp 

205 Access & comp 

206 Surfiice comm & com 

207 Supp and Launch Equip 

208 Other 


301 HuU 

'XM Pmniilsion 

303 Electric Plant 

304 Cmd& Surveillance 

305 Aux 

306 Outfit & Fiirnishing 

307 Armamem 

308 EngiiMering 

309 Ship Support Svcs 


400 Combat Vdiicles 


500 Automotive 


600 Construction Equipment 


401 HulVbody/frame 

402 Engine 

403 Veb/Ectg comp/acc 

404 Comm & Electronics 

405 Aimament 

406 Support Eqqip 

407 Other 


501 Hull/body/firame . 

502 Engine 

503 Veh/Eng comp/acc 

504 Comm & Electronics 

505 Armamem 

506 SqyportEquip 

507 Other 


601 Hull/bo(fy/&ame 

602 Engine 

603 Veh/Eng comp/acc 

604 Other 

000 Gen Purpose Equip 


700 Electronic & Comm 

701 Radio 

702 Radar 

703 Wire & Comm 

704 Other 


800 OrdAVeaps/Munitions 

801 Nuclear 

802 Chem & Bio 

803 Artillery & Guns 

804 Small Arms 

805 Conv Arms & Explosiyes 

806 Other 


901 Rail 

902 Generator Sets 

903 GPMaint tooling & equip 

904 Other 



Source: DODI 4151.15, Depot Maintenance Program PoUcies. 

a. Past and present opacity and FY95 workload requirements were then reviewed. 
Capacity is defined in DOD 4151.15-H, Depot Maintenance and Utilization Measurement 
Handbook as: "The amount of workload, expressed in acttial direct labor hours (DLHs), 
that a facility can effectively produce annually on a single shift, 40-hour week basis while 
producing the product mix that a faciUty is designed to accommodate." 
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b. The fonnula recommended by the JLC and incoiporated in DOD 4151. 15-H (draft) for 
computing cq>acity is: number of work positions x availability factor (.95) x annual 
productive hours (1615). 

c. Depot capacity is a function of the physical plant and the personnel assigned with 
the level of employment being the driving factor in die calculation. The only variable 
in the opacity fonnula is the number of work positions which, as defined, is not 
direcdy affected by personnel vacancies. From the purist's viewpoint, a reduction in 
personnel levels should only affect a depot's ability to perform up to its capacity. In 
reality, when faced with a loss of manpower, most depots elect not to use equipment 
and/or decrease shop configuration which results in reduced work positions and lower 
conq>uted capacity levels. 

d. Using the depot's past reported capacity and FY95 workload requirements, as reported 
by the Services in accordance with OSD standards in DOD 4151.15-H, analysts reviewed 
the overall depot maintenance capacity and the maintenance requirements for we^^n 
systems and their sub assemblies for all Services. Figure m-t is a summary of Service 
capacity and piaimed workload for FY92>FY97, less shq>yards. Shipyards were not 
include, because shipyard capacity figures based upon the workload are unavailable from 
JDMAG. The reduction in workload is attributed to projected decreases in force stracture. 
The reduction in cq>acity is attributed to the Services' efforts to optimize their depots with 
the largest single factor being across the board Service reductions in depot maintraance 
personnel. The present gap between workload and capacity does not decrease over time, 
based u|)on Service provided data. - 



Figure III-l DOD Depot Capacity and Woritload Requirement (Less NAVSEA) 
Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 
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Sooioe: JDMAO 



e. The edacity figures shown in Figure III-l, are based upon a single shift, eight 
hour, five day woric week. Increasing a depot to multq)le shifts would increase depot 
capacity and fiuther widen the gzp between conq>uted cq)acity and woddoad 
requirements. For the purpose of this study, depot maintenance capacity was measured 
at the single shift level, allowing a multq)le shift alternative to meet potential surge 
requimnents. 

5. THpnHfiration of F.^ri-^^ ranacitv and Dominant Sciricc. Tlie sccond awdytical Step 
involved quantifying excess capacity and identifying the dominant Service. Excess opacity 
was identified by subtracting the planned FY95 workload ftom the FY87 cqwcity. This was 
performed at the weapon system level (e.g. WBS 100, aviation) and, where data was 
avaflablc, at the sub assembly level (e.g. 101, airframes). FY87 edacity figures were used 
since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately reflected what 
work a depot fedlity could absorb during workload consolidation. Analysts recognize that 
some existing depots may have been reconfigured since FY87, to reflect a lower capacity. As 
a result, in order to accept added workload, depots will require reconfiguring to a larger 
capacity. Capacity of those depots which have closed or will dose by FY96 was not 
included. Any deviation of the above procedure wiU be explained in the alternatives. Depot 
capabiUties were reviewed to determine which depots perforaa similar maintenance in order to 
identify potential consoUdations. The Depot Commodity Matrix (Appendix F), DOD 
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7220.9-M, and the WBS data were the primary inputs used in this process. The dominant 
Service for each major weapon type and, where possible, their sub-assmiblies was then 
determined by identifying the Service with the majority of documented man-hours. 

6, Mcatificafion Of Cwt8 and SaYingS^ The third step in the analytical process involved 
quantifying costs and savings*. When a significant. excess in capacity exists, it is possible to 
consolidate requironents from a single large activity, several smaller ones, or a combination 
of different size facilities. In several cases, depot activities perforai non-depot level 
maintenance functions that would still be required after the consolidation of depot level 
maintenance. As a result, the consolidation of depot level maintenance woildoad may not 
always result in the closure of a site. For each alternative and for each WBS major group, 
savings and costs based on actual FY91 workload figures were estimated whenever 
consolidation occurred. :To allow for proper planning and execution, the migration of 
workload would not conunence until FY94 and would occur over a period of two years. Cost 
and savings were;projected^fiom:tFY94 tfaniugh.infOS.. All costs and savings were adjusted, 
using FY93 constant dollars for comparison. . r : 

a. ' Costs. The following one time andrrecurring costs weie calculated for each alternative: 

(1) Personnel . 

A. The cost of involuntary sq)arations resulting from the transfer of a 
; maintenance function. , 



]2« Personnel relocation costs. The government expense to move those personnel 
that will transfer with the function. 

£. Unemployment claims for personnel who are involuntarily separated 
d* Eariy-out retirement costs. 

(2) Temporary duty costs associated with training individuals at a new facility. 

(3) Costs to move equipment to the new location. 

(4) Cost of recruiting and training people at the new location. 

(5) Costs associated with lower initial productivity at the new facility. 

(6) Added military constroction and conversion costs. 

(7) Costs associated with moving Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) warehousing and 
Defense ReutiUzation and Marketing Offices (DRMO) to new locations were not 
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included.' 

(8) Environmental clean-up costs. These costs have not been included in this analysis 
due to the recognition that they must be paid by DOD whether the faciUty remains 
open or is closed. However, a Base ReaUgnment and Qosurc (BRAC) decision to 
close a fiwality may drive a large additional raifuhded environmental charge in the near 
term. As a result, other interim options such as "caretaker status" or "mothballing" 
may be needed In Ueu of closing in order to provide time to program and budget for 
the added cnviroomaital'Charges. . ; H 

- (9) -Gost <rf diam prionfat tiie4osing dqx)fc~ vk?a4.a.f.i3t;i. -zuw^ .r-.-{i^i r:>: 

(10) Cost for dosing buildings and other production facilities due to dosure or. v 
relocating woiidbad.v For exanq)le; some dqxrt maintenance «acilities:occupy an entire 
base/iKJSt;i»€alculatingdosingrand;*^^ 

are combined with engineeting,.inatetiek^ points, and 

other Service logistic functions on large bases with other tenant organizations. In r 
these instances cost calculations are less straightforward. When a significant entity 
other than a depotmaintenance fadlily iemaiiis: at a base^xwt.' dosure of Ae basc/jpost 
has not been considered. Additionally, the analysis has not accounted for any 
differences in transportation recurring costs that result when workload is acconq>lished 
at a new location. These arc generally a small percent of the total maintenance cost 

b. Savings. The following one time and recurring savings weic calculated for each 
alternative: 

(1) Projected and budgeted military constroction diat will be cancded. 

(2) Industtid lto Equipment (IPE^ 
longer required. 

(3) Indirect operational overhead and General and Administrative (G&A) savings. 
This indudes such items as engineering, staff support, base operation and support, and 
work not idmtifiable to a single job order. 

» DLA conducted a macro look at Alternative E and found a potential reduction of 1000 
people with no additional feidUty requirements. Based on an average salary of 30,000 dollars 
per year, this has the potential to save as much as 30 miUion dollars per year. These 
potential savings have not been induded in the analysis of any altemative. A more detailed 
study is required to determine actual costs and savings. 
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7. Summary . A summaiy of how each of these costs and savings items were calculated is 
contained in Appendix E« To the maximum extent possible, estimates of costs and savings 
have been taken from previous studies and audits. When previous studies* costs and savings 
recommendations fall into a narrow range, a single estimate has been used. When there is 
disparity in estimating a particular cost, a savings/cost range is used incorporating the extreme 
estimates from the studies available. When projected costs are subtracted from projected 
savings for each alternative, a savings range is thm calculated. It is important to note that the 
saving ranges apply to all of DOD. No attempt has been made to allocate these potential 
savings to individual services. Further, the calculated savings ranges are useful only for 
comparison of Alternatives B through F and are not *1>udget quality** flgures, i.e., they are 
most useful for the relative ranking of Alteniatives B through F in terais of cost savings* 
This is due to the lack of data in a variety of areas, e.g., outyear labor rates, accurate 
woddoad estimates, and lack of demogrq)hics to more precisely estimate pmonnel costs. 
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CHAPTER IV - EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 



1. Background , Seven alternatives are analyzed in this report (Appendix C) using the 
methodology outlined in Ouster ID. Excess capacity was identified by subtracting the 
planned FY95 wpiidoad from the FY87 capacity. FY87 capacity figures were used since it 
was a peak year with laiger overall employment and more accurately reflects what work a 
depot could absorb during woridoad consolidation. Therefore, the capacity utilization 
percentages shown in this chapter should be only used to compare the alternatives and will 
not coiTCspond to the projected percentages discussed in Chapter IL The excess capacity 
percentages in Oiapter n are FY97 Senrice projections as contained in the CBP. Each 
alternative will be analyzed separately with cost/savings reflected. The alternatives being 
considered are grocqped into three categories as depicted in Table IV- 1. 

Table IV-1 Categories and Alternatives 



CATEGORIES 


ALTERNATIVES || 


Using SeivioeCoiiiiid' - 


•A&B •• 1 


Executive Service Control 


C.D.&E 1 


Control External to Services 


F&O 1 



2. EYalaations> 



a. Alternative A. Each Service retains its own sq>arate depot maintenance operations in 
accordance with DMRD 908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot 
operations, reduce managemrat staffs at all levels, increase competition, team with private 
industry for renianufacturingAnannfacturing, etc. Additional depot closures and 
lealignmoits will be accomplished through the Base Realignment and Qosure (BRAC) 
process. The Defense DqK>t Maintenance Council (DDMC) will provide limited 
oversight. 

(1) Overview. This alternative assumes that each Service will realize the total of 6 A 
billion dollars savings from FY91 to FY97 projected under CEP guidelines, with the 
DDMC providing management oversight. It viill be very difficult for the Services to 
meet these goals and it is likely that they will be forced to take actions which will 
have severe impacts on readiness. 

(2) Analysis. As reflected in the CEP, Services are reducing depot maintenance cost 
through the following: 

(a) Near-term savings (downsizing work forces, facility closures, projea 
cancellations, internal consolidations, etc.). These savings totaled 3.2 billion 
dollars of the 6.4 billion dollars, and represent 50 percent of the GBP total. 
Savings resulting from closing one CONUS and one overseas facility are included. 
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(b) Interservicing (transfer of a system's depot maintenance to another Service 
that has a facflity maintaining the same or a similar system). These savmgs 
totaled 134.7 miUion dollars representing 2.1 percent of the CBP total. 

(c) Conmetition (of organic depots with otfier depots and with private industry). 
Services' competition savings are projected at 1,733.4 milUon dollars, which 
represents 27.3 percent of the total savings. 

(d) Elimination or storage of excess or unnecessary redundant cq)acity totaled 
1,283.8 million dollars, which represents 20.2 percent of the total savmgs. 

(3) sS^ S Analyst bU^^ CBP projeiits savings <>(6.* biDion d^ that 
nsduces the original projected depot maintenance budgets of the ^^^^ 
NAVSEA, Air Fok», and Marine Corps by 7.0 percent from 89.8 to 83.5 biUion 
dollars over FY91 Arough FY97. 

(a) Owt^Effeitiveness. Table IV-2 details the distribution of the CBP savings. 

toco^pMiaon^ 

Table IV.2 Effect of DMRD 908 on ftojected FY91.FY97 Depot Maintenance Budget 

(Then Year $ Millions) 





Original Budget 
Projection 


CBP 
Savings 


% Savings 
of Budget 


% of Total 
CBP 


Current Budget 
Projection 


ARMY 

NAVAIR 

NAVSEA 

XJSAF 

USMC 


15,080.5 
11,230.4 
34,229.9 
28305.2 
%7.3 


1.065.8 
1,448.8 
2,108.0 
1.708.3 
28.6 


7.0% 
12.9% 
6.2% 
6.0% 
3.0% 


16.8% 
22.8% 
33.0% 
26.9% 
0.5% 


14.014.7 
9,781.6 
32,121.9 
26.596.9 
938.7 


Total 


89,813.3 


6359J 


7.0% 


100.0% 


83.453.8 



(b) Capacity Reduction. The CBP is the baseline for planned consobdations of 
depoT^untenance functions. As discussed in Chapter m, the 
shown in Table IV-3 are based on NAVSEA drydock utilization, FY91 through 
FY97 maximum capacities for NAVORD depots, and FY87 c^adty for the 
Anhy, NAVAIR, Air Force, and Marine Corps. 

Table IV.3 Alternative A DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 



Aimy 62% 


USAF 64% 


NAVAIR 56% 


USMC 100% 


NAVSEA 71% 


NAVORD 81% 
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The overall utilization for the aggregate is 64 percent, which is used as the 
baseline utilization rate for the rest of the alternatives considered. When 
compared with all the other alternatives, this C2q>acity utilization rate is the lowest. 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. The CBP is the baseline for depot consolidation, 
but leaves much redundancy and excess capacity throughout the depot 
organization. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. This alternative expends the peacetime depot 
maintenance budget on individual Service-managed depot organizations with 
limited interservicing. A higher percentage of available funds must be 
committed to maintauung excess ci^acity and unnecessary duplication within 
Service boundaries. Each Service will invest a higher percentage of their 
fixed peacetime depot maintenance budget in depot overhead and have less 
available for direct labor expenditures. Thus, this altemative yields the least 
amount of dq)ot maintenance funds for hardware maintenance and readiness 
support. 

2- Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Services believe 
that whoi they manage their own depot maintenance organization, the depots 
will be most responsive to their specific needs for contingency response, 
deployment, and reconstitution. No hard data was provided to support this 
contention. Surge capacity can be met additional shifts, work hours, and 
workdays to meet total mobilization requirements. Excess cq>acity and 
redundancy within each Service will provide even greater support and surge 
opacity to the using Service whra additional resources are provided for 
contingencies and subsequent reconstitution. 

b. Altemative B. Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations. 
Under DMRD 908 streamlining guidance, weapon system platforms, depot-level reparables 
(DLRs), components, and non-weq)on-system equipment will be consolidated into 
'^Centers of Excellence** within the using Service to the maximum extent possible. Depot 
maintenance could be performed by a contractor or in another Service's facilities. 

(I) Overview. Altemative B reduces excess edacity and unnecessary duplication by 
increased implementation of the **Centers of Excellence" concqpt within using Service 
managed depot boundaries. Consolidations across Service boundaries and effects of 
increased interservicing/competition were not considered for the altemative. 
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(2) Analysis- The study team: 

(a) Analyzed OSD depot output data for commodities of similar technology 
nuuntained by multqple depots within each Service. 

(b) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG depot capacity data ftom FY87 through FY97 to 
determine utilization rates. 

(d) Projected the net cost of consolidating commodities into "Centers of 
Excellence*! at sites that had demonstrated capacity to absorb that commodity with 
an objective of making other sites eligible , for dosurcx r , 

(3) SmnmiBryi^of Analysis Results. As desoibed in Appendix G, there is significant 
potential fof reducing excess cq)acity in each Service through consoUdation of depot 
maintenance aq>abilities; imo VCeniers. of ExceUcnce.^ the Army depot 
maintenancciwoikload was consolidated from she d^Qts into five. TTie Air Force 
predicted xJepot woddoad was consolidated into five vice six current facilities. The 
Navy depot workload was consolidated from six aviation depots into four, seven 
shipyards into five, and nine ordnance centers into three. The Marine Corps depot 
workload performed at two depots was consolidated into one. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison with Alternatives C through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maimenance cost reductions of 1,589 
to 6,661 million dollars ficom FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table IV-4. 

Table lV-4 Alternative B FY94-FY03 - Plrojected Rclatfve Savings 
(Constant FY93 SMillions) ' 



NOTE: Only for comoarisonwitbAlteniativesBthroaKbF 




Amuial 




FY 


Muumom 


Maximam _ 


94 


(752) 


(220) 


95 


(655) 


(167) 


96 


412 


959 


97 


370 


881 


98 


371 


881 


99 


368 


878 


00 


368 


863 


01 


373 


862 


02 


365 


861 


03 


369 


863 


Total 


1489 


6,661 



Cumulative 




Minimum 


Maximum 


(752) 


(220) 


(1^ 


(387) 


(995) 


572 


(625) 


1,453 


(254) 


2334 


114 


3,212 


482 


4,075 


855 


4,937 


1,220 


5.798 


1,589 


6,661 
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(b) edacity Reduction. The consolidations made in this alternative increased 
utilization by 18 percent. The utilization rates shown in Table IV-S are based on 
NAVSEA drydodc utilization, FY91 throu^ FY97 maximum cq>acities for 
NAVORD and Marine Corps depots, and FY87 c«5)acity for Army, NAVAIR, and 
the Air Force depots. 



Table IV-5 Alteniative B DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 



Amy 70% 


USAF 76% 1 


NAVAIR 81% 


USMC 100% 


NAVSEA 92% 


NAVORD 100% 1 



The overall utilization rate is 82 percent for Alternative B after all recommended 
consolidations. Further increases in the utilization rate would require extensive 
and cosdy establishment of new commodity capabilities at bases that have not 
demonstrated edacity for those commodities in past years, or consolidation of 
depot maintenance across Service boundaries, not considered under this 
alte^native.''nv-i^^^ffl^^ -^--^rr • -^v^ ^ .^v^^ ^''h:^.,Pm ■ 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication; The consolidations recommended within each 
Service significandy decrease and in some cases completely eliminate duplication, 
but only within Service boundaries;^ . The final depot configuration in this 
alternative still provides diq)licate cq)abilities among the Services. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. When compared with Alternative A, less available 
funds will be spent for excess cq)acity and unnecessary duplication when 
Services consolidate to '^Centers of Excellence" widiin Service boundaries. 
However, duplication and excess capacity remain when commodities are 
considered across Service boundaries, so each Service will still pay a higher 
percentage of its peacetime depot maintenance budget for depot overhead than 
alternatives that consolidate across Service boundaries. Alternative B will 
provide more depot maintenance funds than Alternative A for hardware 
maintmance and readiness support. 

2- Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. As indicated in 
Alternative A, Services prefer to manage their own depot maintenance 
organization. It retains more flexibility than Alternatives C through G, 
althougli this flexibility is somewhat less than Alternative A. Surge aq>acity 
can be met by additional shifts, work hours, and workdays to meet total 
mobilization requirements. Excess capacity and redundancy within each 
Service will provide even greater support and surge capacity. 
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c. Alternative C. Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system 
platfonns, (c.g., ships, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft, large missiles, etc.) would 
be accomplished by single Services in "Centers of Excellence". Maintenance will be 
performed in the single Service's facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor 
facilities. Depot maintenance responsibility for DLRs, conqxments, and non-weqwn 
syston equipmoit will remain in using Service's "Centers of Excellence". 
I- , 1. - .1: . ■ ■ ■ 

(1) Overview. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for each 
major type of we^n system platform under an Executive Service. The using Service 
of each weapon system retains responsibility for depot maintenance of DLRs, 
componentepuid non-wei^wn sysf^ . ,. . . 

(2) Analysis.'^ 

" * (a) Wwitified weapon system^platfonn aiid DUVoomponent^responsibiU^ for 
each Service.' 

(b) EstabUdied a worldoad baseline m eadi commodity based on FY91 workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) • Reviewed JDMAG FY87 cqraddes for each commodity. 

(e) ;^liedFY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. Marine Corps cq>acrty was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
opacity was based on die mfl^i™™ repotted cipacity between FY91 and FY97. 

(f) Consolidated weqpon system platform cotnmodity wotldoads to the nmimiim 
extent ix)ssible at the depots of Hie Bxecutiye Service, and DLR/componeDt 
commodity workloads within die depots of the owning Services. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, die analysis found 
litde overall opacity reduction durou^ migrati<m of weipon syston platfonns across 
Service lines. The majority of depot-level maintenance is performed on DLRs and 
componoits, not w«pon system platfonns. As a result, these Services must retain 
mudi of their current structure to perform maintenance on the remaining workload. In 
addition, since the Services still maintain their weapon system DLR/components, 
greater c<nisolidation was not possible. For aircraft, with die majority of the airframe 
maintenance work migrating to the Air Force, no Air Force consolidations were 
possible. Navy was consolidated from six NADEPs to four, but three sites would still 
perform airfirame maintenance since die Navy's airframe maintoiance requirements 
exceeded the Air Force's excess opacity. Tlie founh NADEP would perform depot 
maintenance on rotary wing airoafit. Since shqw/underwater ordnance cjpability 
resides solely widi die Navy, no workload was transferred among die Services. Witfiin 
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the Navy, tfic woric of seven shipyards was consolidated into five and nine NAVORD 
depots into tfiree. For ground vehicles/ equipment, following the migration of Marine 
Corps platforms to the Army, the remaining Marine Corps woddoad was consolidated 
into a single Marine Corps depot and the workload of an Army depot was consolidated 
within the Army depot stmcture. Tactical and strategic missile worldoads have akeady 
been incorporated into consolidation plans and hence, no further transfers and savings 
are possible. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For conq)arison to Alternatives B through F, this 
alternative has Ae potential to achieve depot maintoiance cost reductions between 
. 1,294 and 5,141 million dollars. Table iy-6 shows the savings by each fiscal 

■ year^;^ '' -^'^ 

Tabic IV-6 Alternative C FY94.FY03..IVojccted Relative Savings 

V t^ ^r^ k M V (Constant FY93 $Millions)v ^ --sft^^-i^' 





. Anmial , 




' . * ' ' Qmndatiye 






FY 


Nfimmam 


Maximum 


"'MGuiioiiiiii* 


Maxunmn 




94 


(631) 


(527) 


(631) 


(527) 




95 


(546) 


(145) 


(U77) 


(672) 






.V. -r- .306- 


. 756: 


.(871) 


84 






,...309 


724 . 


.^(562) . 


, 808 




- 9i , 


310 


725 


" (252) 


1.533 




99 


309 


,724 


.. . 57 


2.257 




00 


309 


721 


366 


2.978 




01 . 


309 


721 


675 


3,699 




02 


310 


721 


985 


4/420 




03 


309 


721 


1.294 


5.141 




Total 


1^ 


5.141 









(b) Cdpdcity Reduction. This alternative increases utilization of DOD depots by 
24 percent from 64 percent to 88 percent. Details of each Service's cq)acity 
utilization is shown in Table IV-7. 

Table IV-7 Alternative C DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 



Anny 


74% 


USAF 


76% 


NAVAIR 


76% 


USMC 


88% 


NAVSEA 


100% 


NAVORD 


100% 



(c) Unnecessary Duplication. This alternative reduces much of the duplication 
among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon system platform 
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(airframe/hull/body/ frame) commodities. With each Service maintaining 
DLR/conqx)nents independently, much duplication among the Services remains. 
The adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the dupUcation, but wiU not eliininate duplication totally. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. The splitting of repair responsibilities of weapon 
systems and non-we^n system equq)ment does not complement the repair 
cyde. Thiis splitting of responsibilities will require increased coordination and 

w ^ enhances die opportunity for something to get lost in the process. As found 

in Alternatives A and B, the Services will continue to spend available funds 
to maintain excess edacity and unnecessary duplication across Service 
- boundaries; These inefficiencies will result m reducing the amount of dqpot 
maintenance funds f6r hardwire maihte^ and readiness support. 

2. CJontingcncy R«^ 

and unnMessary ;diq>lication will provide surge cq)acity across the Services; 
This is particularly tmc in wartimcr whcn^a majority of the requironents are 
for DLRs and components, rather than for platforms. 

d. Alternative D. Each Service retaiiis its own separate depot maint©Mnce operations for 
weapon system platforms under the "Centers of Excenence'- doncept. Similar DLRs, 
components and non-weapon system equqnnent will be consolidated to the maximum 
extent possible in single Service "Centers of Excellence". 

(1) Overview. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for DLRs/ 
components of we^n system platforms and non-we^n system equqmient under an 
Executive Service. TTie using Service of each weqnm system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually 
the Service that performs the largest workload of DLRs/components. 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Identified weapon system platform and DLRs/commodity responsibilities for 
each Service. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each commodity based on FY91 workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAO FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 
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(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported ci^acity between FY91 and FY97. 

(f) Consolidated DLRs/component commodity workloads to the maximum extent 
possible at the depots of the Executive Service, and the weqxin system platform 
commodities within the depots of the using Service. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, capacity reductions 
are possible across Service lines. For aircraft, the wodc of six NADEPs was 

^ consolidated into four. The Army would require a dqxn as its sole source of Army 
airfiraxhe rej^air. All aircraft DLiU/components were consolidated^^m^ existing Air 
Force depots. For shipsAmderwater ordnance, the result was the same as Alternative 
B, with die work of seven shq>yards consolidated into five and nine NAVORD depots 
consolidated into three. For ground vehides/equipment^^the workload of five Amiy 
depots was consolidated into four. The Marine Corps would require one of its depots 
for sui^rt of its Iground platforms. Tactical and strategic missile workloads have 

^ iailready^beai^^^^ will not 

result in significafi^ 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison to Alternatives B through F, Altemative 
D has die potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions between 1,490 
^ and 8,148 million dollars. Table IV-8 shows the cost reduction by fiscal year. 



Table IV-8 Alternative D FY94-FY03--RtiJected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 SMillions) 
NCnE: Oidy fig coinpanson with Alt^ "^'^ " 







Annual 




Comolative 






FY 


"^^ ' * ItfiniiiMiin' ■ " ' 


Maximinii ^ 


Mimmam ^r'- 


Maxunmn 




94 


(872) 


(256) 


(872) 


(256) 




95 


(766) 


(174) 


(1,638) 


(430) 




96 


387 


1.130 


(1^1) 


700 




97 


392 


1,072 


(859) 


1.772 




98 


392 


1.071 


(467) 


2.843 




99 


391 


1,070 


(76) 


3,913 




00 


391 


1.059 


315 


4.972 




01 


392 


1,059 


707 


6.031 




02 


391 


1,058 


1.098 


7.089 




03 


392 


1.059 


1.490 


8.148 




Total 


1<490 


8.148 







(b) Cq)acity Reduction. The consolidations recommended increase utilization 
projections by 23 percent from 64 to 87 percent. Each Service's cq)acity 
utilization is shown in Table IV-9. 
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Table IV-9 Alteraattve D DOD Depot Capacity Ufilizatioii Rates 



Anny 


90% 


USAF 


80% 


NAVAIR 


82% 


USMC 


53% 


NAVSEA 


100% 


NAVORD 


100% 



(c) Unnecessary Duplication. This alternative reduces much of the duplication 
among the Services for maintenance of similar DLRs/conq)onents, but each 
Service must have an independent depot capability for its we^n system 
. : - platforms, even when similar to other Services. While ^application of the "Centers 
of Excellence" concept will reduce this duplication within each Service, total 
v elimiiiation of dupUcation is not possible, r ; 

• .\(d)^Militaiy Rcsponsivcncss^?2j.^^::vvv' .. /ax^^?:: • 

i %v 1* Peacetimc^lleadiness.^. T^^ repairfr««ppnsibilities of wea^wn 

^ ;r .^^.^^stems^^:^^ con5>lement the 

rqpair^de. r ThiS'^^^ of responsibility will.requirc increased 
coordination and enhances the opportunity for something to get lost in the 
process. As found in Alternatives A, B, and C, the Services will continue to 
spend available fimds to ynai«tftin excess capacity and unnecessary duplication 
across Service boundaries^^albeiirtp a somewhat lesser degree^nThese 
inefficiencies will result in reducing the amount of depot maintenance fimds 
for hardware maintenance and readiness support 

2- Contingency Respcmse, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Excess capacity 
and unnecessary duplication will provide surge capacity across the Services. 
With the primary wartime requimnent being in DLRs and components, the 
Executive Service for these components will meet this need through additional 
shifts. 

e. Alternative E. A single Executive Service will be responsible for the maintenance of 
similar/common platforms and their DLRs, con^Hjnents and non-weapon system equipment 
to the maximum extent possible under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. The "Centers 
of Excellence" may be located in the Executive Service's facilities, another Service's 
facilities or contractor facilities. Total weiqpon system management will be the 
responsibility of the using Service. 

(1) Overview. Alternative E consolidates complete depot maintenance responsibility 
for similar weapon systrai platforms and their DLR/components under an Executive 
Service. Table IV-10 shows the weiQxm system platform assignments among the 
Services. 
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Table IV- 10 Executive Service Assignment 



Anny 


Tactical Missiles 




Combat Vehicles 




Antomotive 




Construction Equipment 




Ground Comm-Electronics 




Ordnance 




Weapons and Munitions 




General Purpose Equipment 


Navy 


Ships and Ship Components 1 




Underwater Ordnance | 


Air Force 


Aircraft and Aircraft Components 1 




Metrology 




Strategic Missiles | 



(2) Analysis. The study team: 



(a) Assigned Executive Service responsibilities for each wei^n system platform. 

(b) Established rwbildoad baseiiiie in ea(^ 
workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected dq)ot woxldoad for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 

(e) Applied FY91 peicentages of work to Ae FY95 total woikload and the FY87 
capacities. NAVORD edacity was based on the maxknom cq)acity reported 
between FY91 and FY97. , 

(f) Consolidated all commodities to reduce excess capability and fully utilize the 
Technology Rq>air Center and **Centers of Excellence" concepts. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in ^^^spendix G, significant capacity 
reductions are possible through consolidations across Service lines. For aviation, the 
work of thirteen Service aviation dq)ots was consolidated by transferring the work of 
five depots into the remaining eight depots. For ships/imderwater weq>ons, the 
woddoad of seven shq)yards was consolidated into five and nine NAVORD depots 
were consolidated into three. After consolidation of the ground vehicles/equipment 
woddoad, five Army depots were reduced to four, as well as assuming the woikload 
requirements of the two Marine Corps depots. For strategic and tactical missiles, no 
further interservice transfer would result in additional closures and savings. All 
Services' metrology work was consolidated at one Air Force location. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison with Alternatives B through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1,761 
to 9,180 million dollars ficom FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table IV-ll. 
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Table IV-11 Alternative E FY94.FY03-IVojected Relative Savii^s 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 



NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 




Anmiai 




Comolative 




FY 




Maxim tun 


Minimnm 


Manminn 


94 


(1.085) 


(346) 


(1,085) 


(346) 


95 


(976) 


(272) 


(2,061) 


(618) 




Sin 




(1.551) 


712 


97 


476 


1,225 


(1.075) 


1,937 


98 


476 


U23 


(599) 


3,160 


99 


476 


1.225 


(123) 


4385 


00 


472 


1,200 


■ •349 • 


5,585 


01 


469 


1,197 


818 


6.782 


.. 02 - 




1,200 




7.982 


03 


471 


1.198 


1,761 


9,180 


Total 


1,761 


9,180 







(b) Cip2u:ity Redact The Executive Service altemadve consolidates 
wpddoadsc^across Sendee lines. Therefore^ the Marine €k)i^ 
workloads are included in the Executive Services utilization rates. The 
consolidations reconunended increase DOD depot utiLization by 31 percent from 
64 peicoit to 95 percent^ and individual Service depot utilization as shown in 

Table iy-12 Alternative E DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 



Anny 92% 


USAF ' 94% i 


NAVAIR consolidated 


USMC consolidated | 


NAVSEA 100% 


NAVORD 100% \ 



(c) Unnecessary Duplication. Aviation and ground workload is transferred into 
existing Technology Repair Centers and "Centers of Excellence". This eliminates 
duplication within and among the Services for the maint^iance of aviation and 
ground wei^n system platfomis and DLR/conq)ohents. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. Of the alternatives considered thus far, this 
alternative best meets the test of current and future budget reductions. 
Conq)ared to Alternatives A, B, C, and D, Alternative E has the best potential 
to standardize depot production through centralized management to the 
component level. By closing depots to remove «cess capacity across Service 
lines, the most depot maintenance funds of any altemative considered thus far 
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can be exp^ed to be available for hardware maintenance and readiness 
support. 

2- Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. While Alternative 
E provides a centralized organization that should be most flexible to woikload 
dianges, ovoall surge capacity is significantly reduced and a longer period of 
time to leconstimte forces will be required. To meet all but Total 
Mobilization requiranents, capadty is still available by adding additional 
shifts, woik hours, and woikdays over the 5-day/40-hour work week assumed 
for edacity computations. 

f. Alternative F. All depot maintenance functions will be consolidated under a single 
organization external to the Services. Individual wes?)ons platforms, DLRs, components, 
and non-wejqxm system equipmoit will be maintained in govemmem owned dqpots or 
contracted out ---''^ 

(1) Overview.' Alternative F consolidates all depot maintenance functions under one 
organization external to the Services, and was evaluated as two distinct options.: One 
option was a Defense Maintenance Agtaacy (DMA). The other option was a Joint 
Depot Maintmance Conunand (JDMC). 

(2) Analysis. The primary difference between Alternative E and the two options of 
Ais alternative is who is in charge of dqwrmaintraance; Alternative E has thiee 
separate executives in charge. The F(DMA) option superinqmses an external y 
controlling agency on depot m ai n tenance activities and eliminates Service control. The 
F(JDMC) option places central authority in the hands of a joint commander who 
executes his responsibilities through the Service conqKments. It was assumed that the 
director of a DMA or a joint commander would be equally as vigorous and equally as 
efifecthre as duee separate Executive Services in bringing about consolidation, 
reduction in ovofaead, and closure of unnecessary depots. It was further assumed that 
the "Centers of Excellence" concqit can also be maximized by either a DMA or a 
JDMC. No separate analysis was conducted for this alternative. It was assumed that 
relative cost savings, capacity reduction, and elimination of unnecessary duplication 
would be no less than that in Alternative E (see Tables IV-13, IV-14, and IV-15). 
Compared to Alternatives E and F(DMA), Alternative F(JDMC) with a direct tie 
between the warfightets and the "maintainecs," will provide greater military 
responsiveness. 

g. Alternative G. Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract 
managemem would be maintained by either the Service or by a single organization 
external to the Services. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weqwn system acquisition costs of new systems throughout their life cycle. 
When this alternative was analyzed for projected effects on depot efficiency and cost, it 
was quickly realized that the implementation of full contractor maintenance would be an 
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evolutionary process. Even if aU depot woik wens put up for bid by private contractors, 
some DOD depots would be required to support weqwn systems that do not attract 
bidders due to their low volume or use of older technology no longer available from 
commercial industry. The requirement for DOD depots is expected to decrease as force 

structure is deocased and quantities of replacement weapons arc decreased. Further, after 
the first round of conq)etitive bidding and the elimination of organic depot capability, there 
is a distinct probability that the commercialization process would become a sole-source 
environment with potentially higher costs. Finally, the size. cost, and optimal organization 
of die contract administration agency would be direcdy proportional to the size of the 
contracting effort and the amount of Service participation needed to provide a responsive 
depot system. This alternative would put the Services at a distinct disadvantage if tiieir 
control of depot maintenance were completely eliminated because contract renegotiations 
would be required to inq>lement changes in maintenance priorities and standards. Since 
profit maximization would drive private industry to size capacity solely to meet peacetune 
requirements, it would be difficult and costiy to maintain surge cspabOity to meet cnsis 
and contingency requirements. Developing a contract depot maintenance organization 
which accounts for all these considerations requires a dedicated analysis and could be 
conducted as-a foUowHm effort to this study. J 



3. AlffnmtiTt Snyf^y 

a. Table IV-13 summarizes die projected rehitive savings ranges for each alternative. 
These ranges are the result of the use of both optimistic and pessimistic cost estimates m 
those cases where actual data was not readily available. A review of each of the variable 
and fixed cost factors is in Chapter III and ^jpendix E. 

Table IV-13 Summaiy of FY94-FY03 - Rrojecled Relative Savings 
(Omstant FY93 $Milli(nis) 







Annual 


Cumulative 


Alternatives 


FY 


Minimum 


Maximum 


Minimum 


Maximum 




94 


a52) 


(220) 


(752) 


(220) 


B 


98 


371 


881 


(254) 


2334 


03 


369 


863 


1,589 


6.661 




94 


(«1) 


(527) 


(631) 


(527) 


C 


98 


310 


725 


(252) 


1,533 




03 


309 


721 


U94 


5.141 




94 


(872) 


(256) 


(872) 


(256) 


D 


98 


392 


1,071 


(467) 


2,843 




03 


392 


1,059 


1.490 


8.148 




94 


(1.085) 


(346) 


(1.085) 


(346) 


E&F 


98 


47« 


1,223 


(599) 


3460 


03 


471 


1,198 


1,761 


9.180 



Note: Bold face print indicates best case. 
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b. Table IV-14 summarizes the shon-temi net investment costs (investment costs less 
investment costs avoided) compared to long-term potential savings. 

Table IV-14 Net Slioit>Tenn Investment Costs vs Long-Tenn Savings FY94-FY03 

(Constant FY95 $Millions) 



Alternatives 



Net Sbon-Tenn Investment Costs 
Minimnm Maxim tun 



Net Long-Tenn Savings 
Mininrnm Maximum 



' B 

C 

D 
E&F 



387 

672 

■-430 
-^618 



1,407 
1,177 
1.638 
2.061 



1.589 
1.294 
1.490 
1,761 



Note: Bold face print indicates best case. 



6.661 
5,141 
8.148 
9480 



c. Table IV-IS summarizes Service depot fadiity utilization rates derived from the 
various altonatives. ■ ^;J.^•;i;■^v:'V v, ^itf-v v 



Table IV-15 Summaiy Utilization Rates - 
(Percent Utilization of Available Cqiacity) 







Alternatives 




A 


B 


C 


D 


E&F 


ARMY 


62 


70 


74 


90 


92 


NAVAIR . 


56 


81 


76 


82 


N/A 


NAVSEA 


a 

71 


a 

92 


b 

100 


b 

100 


b 

100 


USAP 


64 


76 


76 


80 


94 


USMC 


100 


100 


88 


53 


N/A 


NAVORD 


81 


100 


100 


100 


100 


Overall 


64 


82 


88 


87 


95 



Notes: Bold face print indicates best case 



a. Based on drydock utilization 

b. Based on FY87 direct labor bonis 
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d. The relative range of savings possible for each alternative will be discussed and 
compared in the following subparagnq)hs in the contcaet of the overall management 
concept of each alternative: using Service Management, Alternatives A and B; Executive 
Service Management, Alternatives C, D, and E; DOD Consolidation Managemoit, 
Alternatives F and G. 

(1) Using Service Management Alternatives. The essential difference between 
Alternatives A and B is the source and timing of the savings. Alternative A assumes a 
total savings of 6.4 billion dollars from FY91 through FY97. All of these savings have 
already been deducted born the Services' budgets as part of DMRD 908. Alternative 
A assumes that the individual Services meet dieir yearly savings goals through FY97 
and that no other consolidation and savings initiatives are in^lonented. Alternative A 
obtains most of its savings from the 45-60 percent of the annual depot maintenance 
costs that axe direct expenditures. There, is real doubt as to whether or not these 
savings can be met without serious readiness'impact on ti»e Swvices. Altwnative B 
obtains most of its savings from workload consolidations and facility closures that 
affect the 40-55 percent of the depot maintenance budget that pays for indirect 
expoises. Alternative B savings that result from facility closures are long-torn in 
conq>aiison tt> Alternative A and require eady added investmoits to make die loag 
term savings possible. The one common ingredient in both alternatives is that both 
generate savings mostly from within Service boundaries. While savings tend to come 
from different sources, there is oveiiq>; therefore, the savings from Alternatives A and 
B are not additive in any given year or in total. 

(2) Executive Service Management Alternatives. Alternatives C, D, and E provide for 
varying degrees of Executive Service consolidations, with Altonative E consolidating 
both weapon syston platforms and componaits. Alternative E provides significantly 
greater relative savings potential than do C or D. This is due to the fact diat most 
Sovices' depots are responsible for the full spectrum of military hardware. 
Alternatives C and D consolidate only a portion of each depot's work and produce 
fewer consolidations, facility closures, and savings. Alternative E produces 
significantly greater savings than Alternative B. Because Alternative E considers 
consolidations across Service boundaries, it provides greater excess cq>acity reductions 
and eliminates unnecessaiy interservice duplication. Alternative E also generates 
savings from inq)rovonents to the rq>air process through the use of existing 
Technology Repair Cmtexs and "Centers of Excellence". 

(3) DOD Consolidation Managem«it Altwnatives. Alternative F examined maximum 
consolidation of depot maintenance activities under a Defense Depot Maintenance 
Agency or a Joint Depot Maintoiance Command. The relative savings possible from 
these options are believed to be equal to or greater than that shown for Alternative E. 
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fh. ^"""T." Smif f Ylfm , E«* Service was aslMd 10 provide their views of 

^^a^ rT.r^'""!!"'^''™^''^*»«'*»»- •n«ir«ea.dve^^S 



a. Amy Executfye Sumniaiy of AltematiTes. 



SLtSr^ Alternative E for the foUowing reasons. Fiist, this alternative is 
r^nsive to readiness, sustainment, and reconstitution of our combat forces while 

S-OiKi.it is a logical n^nagementS^T^^^^ 
systems «9^a^ and maxmiizes cost savings. TWid. this alternative can hcLc^ 

Service decBivdy engaged m the total logistics support of combat units duringconfUct 
^ "^"^^mm P^ DOP Omolidation initiative, which casts a 
approach on depot swport. and adds ^n^ layers of bureaucnuy into^TS^T 

.^JS^f^f to train, <ttgani«;^^ and sustain our 

f«c^ m fcqwo* ,0 any omtingency operadoi,; Peacetime reacS repaity^a^on 
of equ^ent to support deploying forces, sustaimnent to include 

nr^y^:^* « n^r^^ ^ contingency areas and reco^mtion of 
deploymg forow would all be accomplished under tfiis alternative. 

This to^ i^^ 

DLRs and fiwilitale dosing depots to reduce excess capadly. It supports other Services 
on ajstem basis wWch support of PEO^ Zi S^^^^^ 

Z^^J'J^'^"'''^^^^^^ TOs alternative also av^ds 

system and depot management problems of spUtting management of end items and d«n«» 

^iS'lS^^- T^^l^f^-f'-'^oad^on^^^^ 

modanization fonduig. and coordination widi otiier Services are aU realistic and attainable 

"^1^—" '^ '^^^y -l*«™^ve whid. dearly presenT^: S^Hf 

m^te'^CStl^'pp^^^^ implementation of this depot strategy 

must be mcluded m die BRAC 93 process even if it requires some dday . e g aUo daS 

linTr"'^'''Tu"^"^^*^«^«™»«»*- ^^topursuethiscii^o^ 

wm d^r accomplishmg any significam dosuresA«digmnent initiatives Ste 95 

W T^n^^t "^"^ ^^"^ ^ "^"^^ aggressively execute tiieir Tide 

10 responsibiliues m support of our national military strategy. An 4temd aeencv 
restricts the Services ability execute centralized ccZiand ^d coSi^ o^oi^^L^ depots. 
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Our roles and responsibilities can not be separated. This alternative has the advantage of 
providing integrated management of y/eapom systems essential to Army readiness. 

Detailed Army positions on all the alternatives can be foimd at Appendix H. 

b. Navy Executive Summaiy of Alternatives. 

The restractured Naval forces of the future will be optimized for joint operations to 
operate within die littoral regions of the world in siq>port of national policy. This strategy 
requires that flie Navy maintain close control over the organic infrastmcnire which allows 
"cradle-to-grave" program management coupled with fully inlegrated life cycle siq^rt 
across all levels of maintenance. 

Our Navy depots contain vital engineering and emergency support ci^abilities which must 
be available to meet fleet safrty and readiness objectives. These cq>abilities are very 
tightly integrated both among the depots and with corresponding maintenance activities 
and life cycle management functions. They exist to provi(te„urgait respcmses to 
uiiantidpated requiromeants, die core indu^tcM o^abiU^ which the 

Navy will not Rtaiin control of its own readiness. 

The progress we have made during the past two years in reducing depot costs through the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council and the Defense Management Review process 
provides a sound firamewotk for the difficult challenges that lie ahead. We have achieved 
near term saving from downsizing of both direct and indirect workforces, closure of 
facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal Service consolidation of workload. 

Long range actions indude increased interservicing, additional conq)edtion initiatives and 
inq)roved cq>acity utilization. Savings projected tfatdugjh FY97 is $3.55 billion. 

These results are based on the realities of the present environment and are wholly 
responsive to the future. Our present course is defined. We have actual results which 
verify the validity of the direction we have chosen. Alternative A provides for the mission 
imperatives and die greatest short and long term savings potmtial. It also recognizes die 
effect of reduced force levels and emphasizes the responsibility of each Service to use die 
Base Realignment and Qosure process to correct any significant imbalance between 
projected depot-level maintenance requirements and cq)acity. We must stay die course. 

Detailed Navy positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix I. 

c. Marine Coips Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are small, effective organizations 
geographically positioned to reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the 
operational commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of Fleet Marine 
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Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force readiness commitments, devote more than 
80 percent of their direct labor hours to the maintenance/repair workload that is an 
extension of FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild Marine Corps maintenance 
centers conduct only one percent of the total annual DOD depot maintenance workload. 
Of this effort, 54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapon systems. The 
remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, low dollar value items which if 
distributed to other DOD maintenance facilities would neither increase their utilization 
percentage nor decrease their oveifaead costs. 

The Marine Corps had proven that more savings and greater efficiencies can be achieved 
through competition and increased interservicing than originally estimated in the DDMC 
Corporate Business Plan. In fact, as the current version of the DDMC Corporate Business 
Plan indicates, the Marine Corps will continue to achieve further efficiencies/savings while 
downsizing; Therefore, it is imperative that the Marine Corps retain the c^ability to 
satisfy the Marine Corps* statutory "^force-in-^readiness^ inission while maintaining the 
surge cq)ability required by the National Military Strategy and the Defense Planning 
Guidance. 

Alternative A is preferred by the Marine Corps as it will allow us to exceed the current 
DMRD 908 savings while retaining an adequate capability to satisfy the National Military 
Strategy and allow the Commandant to effectively exercise his responsibilities under Title 
10. Any alternative interfering with or decreasing the Marine Corps' cq>ability to mftintain 
and repair equipment in support of anq)hibious missions in: unaccqitable.^ 

Detailed Marine Corps positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix J. 

d Air Force Executive Summaiy of Alternatives.' 

The Air Force recognized that changes to the DOD's depot system must occur. Thus, the 
Air Force supports Alternative E for three reasons. First, the Services retain their core 
logistics roles supporting readiness, sustainability, and reconstitution. Second, the greatest 
near and long term savings are achieved without inq)osing the "DOD Consolidation'* 
alternative's overhead penalty. Last, this alternative can be rapidly implemented. 

Alternative E appropriately retains the core Service roles of readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution within the Services. It promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer. It unites maintenance responsibilities for weapon systems/platfonns/non-weiqxni 
system equipment and exchangeables under a unified management stracture. Since 
representatives from the dominant supported Service are assigned to selected command 
and staff positions throughout the Executive/Single Service stmcture. Service parochialism 
is reduced. 

Alternative E meets the business efficiency test of current an likely DMRDs and 
maximizes DOD's flexibility in economically and efficiendy using its resources. 
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Production tfarou^qnit is increased by further consolidating workloads under Centers of 
Excellence and Technology Repair Centers. Centralizing maintenance management 
promotes seamless technology insertion and integration among the Services. Depot 
maintenance production metrics are standardized. Unit costs and corresponding sales 
prices are reduced since expenses are distributed over a larger-volume woridoad. Critical 
giriiig are ictaiiied.and available to support surge requirranents.- Consolidation and 
downsizing reduce overhead and direct labor costs, the overhead to direct labor ration, 
duplicative facility and equipment investments, and facility and equq>ment maintenance 
expenses. These efficiencies can be achieved quiddy with minimal expense since existing 
Service staf& need only be realigned to implement Alternative E-vice having to create a 
new organizationaL management stmcturc to implement the "DOD Consolidation" 
aUernativei'O " i;,^'./'"^ 7.. 

In closing, the;Scrvices have an inherent role to organize, train, and equip ready,, 
sustainablerforcesicapable.of responding to any situation affecting the security of the 
United StatesjK These inseparable core roles and responsibilities must be carried out iii a 
progressive and aggressive manner, combining military effectiveness enhancements with 
business efficiencies. Alternative E clearly meets these requirements while producing the 
greatest shcHrt'and'long'tram <TPOrtniuties-and benefiis.r ■ 

Detailed Air Force positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix K. 
e. Coast Guanl-Execulive Summaiy- of Alteniatiyes. ; V . 

The Coast Guard's mission mix (Search and Rescue, Maritime Law Enforcement, Marine 
Environmental Protection) and the current national emphasis on Coast Guard missions 
have resulted in a growth period for the Service. This growth and the resultant workload 
that is well beyond organic capacity has yielded full utilization of Coast Guard depots. 
Coast Guard platforms do not have the same sophistication of technology as DOD 
platforms, nor do they require the expensive iiifrastructure necessary for nuclear ships, 
submarines and high performance tactical aircraft. Coast Guard depots have focused on 
proper execution of basic depot maintenance for platforms. Component repair, with its 
high capital ieqnirements, is primarily executed under contract and interservice support 
agreement. More than any other Service, the Coast Guard relies on DOD interservice 
support. The Coast Guard depot maintenance system is optimized to integrate organic, 
commercial and DOD depot maintenance. The resulting Coast Guard depots, with their 
austere plants and basic maintenance focus, are very cost competitive. TTie Coast Guard 
beUcves that the optimum alternative to even further consolidate Coast Guard and DOD 
depot maintenance Ues in competing the consolidated DOD depots against commercial 
feciUties for the repair of aviation components and large cutter shipyard availabilities. 
Coast Guard participation as an "Executive Agent Service" for small vessels should be 
limited to die geognq>hic areas and roles discussed in Appendix L. 

Detailed Coast Guard positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix L. 
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CHAPTER V . CONCLUSIONS 



1. general COBClusigns- The analysis of previous studies and reports, visits to Services' 
depots and analyses of information provided by the Services constitute the basis for several 
general conclusions regarding DOD depot maintenance. They are as follows: 

a. The Services are doing many things right. The separate depot maintenance systems 
have been responsive to changing needs and priorities largely as a result of clear, diiect 
lines of authority and close ties to the operational units that they support The Services 
have achieved near-term savings through methods which improve production processes 
and reduce unit costs. With a few exceptions, depots have not bem closed While the 
current way of doing business is not the most efEicient or economical, it has provided 
high-quality maintenance where and when needed, in both peace and war; 

b. The current depot management structure in DOD and the Services has not resulted 
in substantial competition, interservicing, or reduction of cq)acity or duplication of 
effort Significant excess cipacity and unneeded duplication continues to exist 
throughout DOD. Services are separately repairing similar and in some cases die same 
items. Services continue to invest in similar new technology q^lications and develop 
separate repair capabilities for new and similar items. There is nothing to indicate that 
continuation of die currmt way of doing business will result in any significant 
departure from past perfomance. 

c. Cunently, depot maintaumce costs are not projected to decrease in diiect proportion to 
decreasing force size (see Figure I-S). While some of this may be attributable to changes . 
in resource allocation and accounting procedures, the cost of depot maintenance remains 
relatively stable largely because of the oveihead associated witfi imiititalnmg depot 
opacity greater than that needed to support a smaller force. 

d. About 60 percent of total depot maintenance costs are attributed to direct labor and 
material. The opportunity for further reductions in this area are small because budgets 
have already been adjusted to accommodate DMRD 908. The portion of the DOD depot 
maintenance budget that is most sensitive to management action, indirect costs, amounts to 
about 40 percent or S billion dollars. 

e. It is easier to measure excess cipacity and to identify duplication than it is to measuie 
militaiy responsiveness. For the most part, information gathered regarding military 
responsiveness was anecdotal. There is no doubt, however, that clear lines of authority 
and dose association between operations and maintenance activities enhance nulitaiy 
responsiveness. 

f. Bodi competition and interservicing offer substantial potential for greater efficiencies 
and cost reductions. The greatest opportunity for consolidation and elimination of 
duplication, however^ results from closing depots. Qosures also result in the greatest cost 
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savings. In the short tenn, closures cost more, but save more in the long term. 

g. Excess capacity, when measured in terms of FY95 workload against FY97 capacity 
projected in the DDMC FY92-FY97 Corporate Business Plan (CBP), ranges from 10 
percent to qjproximately 28 percent depending upon Service. Excess csq>acity, when 
measured in terms of FY87 capacity against FY95 workload, ranges as high as 44 percent. 
FY87 was a peak workload year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility can absorb during workload consolidation. Excess 
opacity is signifilcandy greater if measured against a two-shift scheme of operations as 
opposed to the current one-shift approach. Most likely, true excess capacity exceeds 
workload lequiiements by 25 to 50 percent. It is acknowledged, that there is no direct 
relationshq) between capacity and the numba of shifts, i.e., two shifts do not provide 
double the opacity of a one-shift apentioa. 

h. Significandy greater savings are possible wbea consolidations occur across Service 
boundaries. Cross Service consolidation also results in greater reductions in excess 
capacity and dspUcation. Table V-1 summarizes the relative advantages of consoUdation 
across Service boundaries. Alternative E and the two variations of Alternative F stand out 
as most advantageous. 



Table V-1 Summaiy Comparison of Alternatives 





Alternatives 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


RDMA) 


RJDMC) 


Cost Effectiveness 


0 




+ 


4-1- 


+++ 


+++ 


-H-f 


Capacity Redaction 


0 














Unnecessary Duplication 


0 


+ 












Military Resprasiveness 


o 


o 










0 



Note: - Indicates not as good as cunent plan (Alt A) 



o Indicates about the same as cunent pUn 
+ Indicates better ttian cunent plan 

i. The Base Realignment and Oosure (BRAC) process is the most effective and, most 
likely, the only way to effect the closure of depots. The Services are individually 
responsible to the Secretary of Defense for making BRAC recommendations. Early 
coordination and integration of Service proposals is essoitial to the identification of the 
best collective set of DOD facilities for retention. 

j. Regardless of the action taken to reduce costs and improve efficiency in Service depot 
maintoiance, be it process inq)rovement, conq)etition, ihterservicing, or capacity reduction, 
truly significant progress cannot be expected widiout some superior commander with the 
knowledge and authority to make decisions and follow through on action across Service 
boundaries. No matter what efforts are made, and the Services have worked the subject 
hard, without top-down direction they will not even be aware of the oppommities avaUable 
to decrease C£q)acity which wiU free up funds for higher priority needs or reduce the 
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overaU cost of defense. There have been a number of attempts to solve the problem of a 
lack of top level management oversight. The most recent attempt has been the Defense 
Depot Maintenance CouncU. All attempts have been unsuccessful because they lacked a 
top level command audiority to reduce excess edacity and duplication across Service 
lines. 

k. Because of the turbulence involved with any reorganization and the negative effects of 
turbulence, any recommendation for change must result in a better way of doing business. 
This mcludes, as a minimum, the following. 

(1) Business Ccmsideratioiis: 

(a) Must result in significant net savings. 
, (b) ;Near^tenn costs must be affordable. 

(c) Savings must be verifiable according to acc^ed audit practices. 

(d) Futore investment niim consider the total niaimenance and tec^ 

(2) Military OnsideratiQns: A ^^^^^^^^^ 

(a) Must preserve or enhance the Services' ability to r^idly satisfy changes in 
maintenance priorities for primary weapon systems and their conqxments. 

(b) Must preserve overaU materiel readiness rather than cause any increase in the 
downtime of equipm en t. 

(c) Must preserve or inqirove the overall maintenance process rather than degrade 

it 

(d) Must enhance rather than degrade peacetime, contingency response, 
deployment, and reconstitution cqiabiiities. 

(e) Must preserve or enhance the ability of operational commanders to particq)ate 
m m ain ten a nc e decisions that influence their warfighting c^abilities. 

2. C h MsIng A l tfimafiYft^ . Taking into consideration the precautions oudined at the end of 
this chapter, relative savings potential identified through analysis, and the general conclusions 
enumerated above, the foUowing specific conclusions have been reached regarding the choice 
of alternatives. 



a. Alternatives A and B provide neither the cost savings desired in a shrinking miUtary 
economy or the fiamewoik necessary to respond to the changes expected in the future 
regarding the shape and size of the Services. Accordingly, a substantial departure ftom 
the current way of doing business is considered necessary. 
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b. Alternatives C, D, and E all provide some degree of consolidation under an Executive 
Service. Alternatives C and D do not yield the greater potential cost savings available 
under other alternatives nor do they provide the necessary frameworic to manage the 
changes anticipated in requirements. Therefore, Alternatives C and D are excluded from 
further consideration. 

c. No final conclusions are reached regarding Alternative G, the contracting out option, 
except to say a shift toward more or full commercial maintenance of Service equqmiem is 
possible under any of the other alternatives and does merit further study of individual 

\f capons systems and individual facilities sometime in the future. 

d. Alternative E, which provides for consolidation across Service boundaries under 
designated Executive Services, and Alternative F which provides the greatest degree of 
consolidation under either a Defense Maintenance Agency itDMA) or a Joint Depot 
Maimenance .Command,(JDMq),^pffer.the greatcrt.potra^ for cost and more 
flexibiUty to handle future chaiig^. It iappears that the Secretary of Defense has the 
authority under Title 10, U.S. Code to effert any of these Alternatives. . DOD directives on 
Service functions may need to be revised. Hie attributes associated with Alternatives E, 
F(DMA), and F(JDMC) ate outlined below. An "X" under the,altematives column 
indicates possessicm of die attributes described. 

Table V-2 Attributes of Alteraalives - ; . 





ALTERNATIVES 


E F(DMA) RJDMO 


Significaiit up-front costs to downsize 

Accelerates down-sizing 

Reduces oveiiiead 

Savings from divestituies 

Synergistic savings firom similar technology 

Accelerates standard business practices 

Reduces headquartos staff 

Single manager in charge 

Manageable span of control 

Fiill Service participation 

Direct tie to Services/warfigbters 

Single souroe/jpoint of contact for depot level 

maintenance/readiness 
Minimizes disruption and turbulence 
Preserves Service accountability 
Facilitates decisions on priority issues 
Maximizes opportunity to balance 

investment in forces versus logistics 


X X X 

- X X X 
X X X 
XXX 
X X X 
X X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X 
X 

X X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
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3. Cawtionary Notes - A number of precautions were taken into consideration in coming to 
the conclusions enumerated in this chapter. Readers ate urged to consider these same 
precautions when coming to their own conclusions regarding the information in the study. 

a. It is difficult to accurately compare alternative ways of doing business because of the 
lack of universally i^lied cost accounting, performance measuranent, and capaciQr 
measurement procedures. Therefore, the data analyzed varies in accuracy. 

b. Depot workload beyond FY95 is largely estimated by extrapolating projected work 
effort associated with the Base Force structure. Thus, if force stracture changes 
substantially, depot workload will also change. Potential cost savings will decrease or 
increase depending on the scope and specific nature of the force structure change. Excess 
edacity and utilization estimates would similarly change. 

c. Various cond)lnations of dqwt workload consolidations were analyzed under 
Alternatives B through F. Consolidation candidates were selected on the basis of 
historical data. Services' updates of capabilities and the Services' projected workload. 
Consolidation ca ndi da te s were not visited or audited to verify die data analyzed. Thus, the 
analysis is considered very useful to draw initial conclusions but not sufficiently accurate 
to make depot closure or resource allocation decisions. 

d. It is inqwrtant to note that potential savings identified ^ly to all of DOD. No 
attempt has beoi made to aUo(»te these potemJ^^ individual Services. The 
calculated savings ranges are useful only for coioniparison of Alternatives B through F and 
are not "budget quality" figures. It., they are most useful for die relative ranking of 
Alternatives B through F in tanaas of cost savings. 

e. Finally, various consolidation combinations were analyzed to determine what effect 
such actions would have on capaaty, duplication, and costs. While depots consolidated in 
various alternatives could, in fact, become candidates for closure, no final conclusions on 
specific depot closures are drawn. Selection of candidates for closure are more 
appropriately identified in the BRAC process. 
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CHAPTER VI - RECOMMENDATIONS 



L Maintenance Dcpnt ringnrPf;. It is recommended that the Services coordinate and 
integrate that portion of their submission to the Federal Base Qosure and Realignment 
Commission that pertains to dqK>t maintenance facilities. A coordinated effort that truly 
integrates leqoirements and accurately reflects unneeded facilities is essential to solving the 
problem of excess depot cq>acity and unnecessary duplication of capabilities. It is further 
recommended that the Air Force take the lead on aviation facilities; the Navy take the lead on 
shq>s; and the Anny take the lead for ground systems. All Services should be fiill parmeis in 
this effort. 



2. ft-ganizatinn for the Fiitiirs^- It is recommended that a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
be established. A Joint Command has all of the advantages of an Executive Service or a 
Depot Maintenance Agency with few of the disadvantages. The Amiy and the Marine Coips 
are organized in a manner which would require minimal effort to provide Service componoits. 
The Navy and Air Force should be able to establish cpmponedt commands with minimum 
difficulty and widiout any growth in oveifaead It is further recommended that the Joint 
Chie£5 of Staff take the lead in developing the oiganizational structure of the Joint Command 
in full coordination widi the Offlce of the Secretary of Defense. It is oivisioned that the 
Command would be organized along the following lines: 

a. Mission. The mission of Ae Commander in Chief of the United States Depot 
Maintenance Command (CINCDEP), shall be to provide depot level maintenance for the 
Department of Defense, both in time of peace and time of war. The CINCDEP will: 

(1) Be the DOD Single Manager for depot maintmance, other than theater-assigned 
depot assets. 

(2) Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, 
and standardization of systems and woik processes, as q)propriate, to maximize 
efGciracy of the dq>ot system. 

(3) Recommend depots for closure through the BRAC process when lequired (post 
BRAC.93). 

(4) Coordinate with the Services to assure i^ropriate modmnization of depots. 

(5) Control the depot maintenance accounts of the Defense Business Operating Fund 
(DBOF). 

b. Forces. The Secretaries of the Military Departments shall assign depot assets, in time 
of peace and time of war, to the Commander in Chief, Depot Maintenance Command. 
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APPENDIX B 



TERMS OF REFERENCE 
FOR 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 
L BACKGROUND. 

a. The demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact promulgated a major shift ia the 
focus of our national military strategy from global conflict to regional contingencies- 
Consistent with this shift in strategy, the Base Force concept was adopted which provides 
for a reduced force structure that is capable of meeting challenges to our regional interests. 
This downsizing, however, has not been limited exclusively to combatants. In recent years 
the Services have taken unilateral as well as collaborative measures to improve combat 
support efficiency to include their respective depot systenw;. Most recent measures were 
initiated in response to Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRD) 908 and 908C, 
both titled Consolidating Depot Maintenance, dated 17 November 1990, and 12 January 
1991, respectively. While successful in achieving their objectives, they have not kept pace 
with the changes that have taken place in the world or the impact of these changes on our 
national military strategy. Accordingly, the Department of Defense (DOD) and the 
Services must consider fiirther consolidation of our military depot maintenance systems- 
Each Service maintains its own depot maintenance system that includes management 
structures, overhead, and facilities to plan, program, and perform assigned missions. As 
force structure and equipment densities shrink, so must the depot level maintenance 
infrastmcture required to maintain them. 

b. On 17 August 1992, the Director, Joint Staff, issued a tasker, with guidance, for the 
development of an issue paper on Depot Maintenance Consolidation. Suspense for 
completion of the issue pq)er was 4 September 1992. 

c. Additionally, the US Coast Guard, which is a component of the Department of 
Transportation and maintains a depot maintenance conq)lex similar to die Services, albeit 
smaller, was invited to participate in this study and share in its benefits. 

DL PURPOSE . These terms of reference establish the mission, organization, operation and 
duration of the Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

HL MISSION . To review the existing depot maintenance stracture in each of the DOD 
Services and the Coast Guard; identify and analyze alternatives for reducing costs, duplication, 
overlap and overall depot maintenance capacity; recommend cost effective altemative(s) to 
existing maintenance stmctures that will continue to support peacetime readiness, sustainment 
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of force during crisis response and contingency operations, and immediately retum equipment 
to established readiness standards upon redeployment. 



IV. nPHANTZATION. 

a The Directorate for Logistics (J-4), will serve as the Joint Staff lead agency for the 
Depot Maintenance ConsoUdation Study. J-4 representatives will be responsible for 
administrative support functions of the study group including the consoUdation and 
ordering of inpat when required. 

b. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study will be composed of an Executive 
Working Group, a staff group, staff group faciUtators and a support staff. 

c The Executive Woiking Group will be formed firom retired general/flag officers and 
one private sector industry executive of commensurate stamre. The Executive Working 
Group wiU include retired general/flag officers from each of the foUowmg Services: 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. One member will be designed as the Director, 
Executive Working Group. 

d The staff group wiU be formed and consist of the representatives from each of the 
Services and the Coast Guard. The staff group will be assigned representatives from J-4 
who WiU serve as the group faciUtators. There will be a separate faciUtator for each of the 
alternatives under consideration. Tlie faciUtators wiU meet with the staff group m turn to 
lead analysis of their respective alternative. A J-4 Division Chief wiU serve as Ae 
coordinator for the staff group, however, each Service representative is responsible for 
keeping their respective Service Chiefe appraised of the findings and conclusions of the 
&iecutive Working Group. 

e Each Service representative is responsible for informing the study executives of past or 
current actions or thoughts that they deem inq)ortant to the study effort. In addition. 
Service representatives wiU advise J-4 of their input to faciUtaie record keepmg. 

V. OPFRATIONS. 

a Staff group facUitaiors wiU meet periodicaUy with the J-4 Division Chief Coordiiiator 
on an as required basis for workloading, coordinating issues, etc., with respect to taskmg 
issued by the sttidy executives or coUectively determined essential by the Service leaders. 

b. The staff group wiU meet as required to fonnulate, analyze, and discuss separate 
alternatives. 

c The staff group faciUtators wiU then brief the results of staff group findings to the J-4 
Division Chief and other staff group faciUtators. The initial product of the staff group will 
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be an issue papct with a set of alternatives for changing the existing depot maintenance 
structure. The paper will be provided to the Executive Working Group for evaluation. 
This does not preclude Service leaders/facilitators from direct communications with the 
study executives. 

d. The Executive Working Group will receive briefings from the staff group 
representatives, review and analyze altematives, and present their assessment and 
recommendations for cost effective depot maintenance consolidation to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. The Executive Working Group is not limited to the specific set of altematives 
developed by the staff group. 

VL DURATION . The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study Group will brief the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by 9 November 1992. These terms of reference will remain in effect for a 
period of 1 year to allow for additional taskings as required imless specific action is taken 
sooner to negate them. 



Enclosure 
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Enclosure 

DEFINinON 



Depot Maintenance. 

The maintenance performed oif materiel requiring major overhaul or a complete rebuild ( 
parts assembUes. subassembUes, and end items, including manufacturing, modification, 
modernization, repair, testing, and reclamation as required. Depot maintenance provides 
stocks of serviceable equipment by using a combination of special skills, equipment, and 
faciUties for repairs that are not available in lower level maintenance acuvities. 



Enclosure to Terms of Reference, Depot Maintenance ConsoUdation Smdy 
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APPENDIX C 



CONCEPT PAPER 

L DESCRIPTION OF ISSUE 

With the demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, our military strategy has changed 
from global to regional scenarios and has moved away from prolonged conflict to shorter, 
decisive conflicts. In this environment, the focus of maintenance depots must be to support, in a 
cost effective manner: peacetime readiness, buildup of forces in response to contingencies, 
sustainment of forces during conflict, and the immediate return of equipment to established 
readiness standards. In a regional contingency environment, decreases in stockage levels require 
a highly responsive depot maintenance C25)ability for both major end item equipment and 
components. 

The Base Force goal for FY95 represents a DOD decrease of up to 25 percent of the FY91 force 
levels in both the active duty and reserve components. As weapon system inventories are 
decreased, so too must the depot level maintenance infrastracture needed to support them. Each 
Service maintains a separate depot maintenance capability as well as a separate management 
stracture to plan, program and perform separate Service depot work. In many instances, more 
than one Service is performing depot maintenance on the same or similar equipment. As force 
structure and total depot maintenance requirements decrease, overhead costs become a larger 
percentage of the cost unless action is taken to restracture depot maintenance. 

There are a niunber of alternatives for restructuring the Services' current depot maintenance 
organizations and workloading methodology. These alternatives provide a spectrum of possible 
solutions to align the depot stracture with future Service requirements. 

IL ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative A Individual Service Management 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 
908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot operation, reduce management staffs at 
all levels, increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, 
etc. Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Qosure (BRAC) process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
wUl provide limited oversight. 
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^ U>m«riv«> B TiTtllTi illll fl ^""^'"'^ Management (ronsolidafion intO "CenferS flL FrK^HgMC'^ 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations. Under DMRD 908 
streamlining guidance, we^n system platforms. DLRs, components' and non-weapon system 
equipment^ will be consoUdated into "Centers of ExceUence" within the usmg Service to the 
inaximum extent possible. Depot maintenance could be performed by a contractor or m another 
Services' facilities. 

mmm rr ^ ^ mm n\ T into Toiitt S^nm "C<?ffiter5 aLEzmtos: 

Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platfomis, (e.g., ships, 
fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft, large missiles, etc.) would be accomplished by single 
Services in "Centers of ExceUence." Maintenance will be performed in the smgle Service s 
faciUties, another Service's fedlities or contractor facilities. Depot maintenance responsibihty for 
DLRs, components* and non-weqwn system equipment* will remain in usmg Services Centers 
of Excellence." 

V tri ntf T f P Jm^i'*"^^ SeiTice Management fll WfflPftfi STflfrm Flatfonns ii LllCaijSB-flf 
fri B i fflff f''"^'"'^ "Tenters of Excellence" 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations for weapon platforms under 
the "Centers of Excellence" concept. Similar DLRs, conq>onents> and non-weapon system 
equipment* will be consoUdated to the maximum extent possible in single Service Centers of 
Excellence." 

w«>ap«n System T^qiTirnirif Vrirr ffinglf Fyr"*'^*^ ^'"^'g*' 

A single Executive Service will be responsible for the maintenance of similar/common platforms, 
and their DLRs, components' and non-weapon system equipment* to the maximum extent 
possible under the "Centers of ExceUence" concept. The "Centers of ExceUence may be located 
bi the Executive Service's facUities, another Service's faciUties or contractor faciUties. Total 
weapon system management wfll be the responsibUity of the using Service. 

AltrninfTf F pni> f^nn^ioKdation 

AU depot maintenance functions will be consoUdated under a single organization external to the 
Services Individual weapon platforms, DLRs, components' and non-weapon system equipment^ 
will be maintained in government owned depots or contracted out. Government owned depots 
could be government operated (GOGO) or contraaor operated (GOCO). 
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Alternative G Commercialize Maintenance 

Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service level or by a single organization external to the Services. The ultimate goal 
would be to include contract maintenance as part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new 
systems throughout their life cycle. 



Footnotes: 1. Components: hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, 
inertial navigation systems, etc. 

2. Non- Weapon System Equipment: automatic test equipment, ground support 
equipment, general purpose vehicles, etc. 
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APPENDK D 



STUDY PLAN 

Approve Terms of Reference. 

Receive baseline briefings on Service depot maintenance programs, and historical 
items. 

Review concept paper to establish a common understanding of problems and 
alternatives; agree on baseline alternatives to be analyzed. 

Define cuirent business environment; how we perform depot maintenance now? How 
the world situation, coll^se of communism, Base Force and shift to a regional focus 
have changed the volume and timing of what depots must produce. CoUect data on: 

- Financial Aspect (Appendix F) 

- Facility Characteristics (Appendix F) 

- Depot Commodity Workload (Appendix F) 

Evaluate/assess cuirent business environment; how can we better perform depot 
maintenance? 

- Identify the following: 

~ Excess capacity 

~ Duplicative capability 

~ Overhead cost 

Assess each alternative in concept paper lAW Director for Strategic Plans and Policy, 
J-5, guidelines (Appendix C). Develop estimates of cost savings for each alternative ' 
(Appendix E). Criteria for selection of alternatives should include both military and 
business considerations: 

- Military considerations. Any recommended change must preserve or enhance 
military c^ability and readiness by: 

- Preserving or enhancing Service Chiefs' ability to rapidly satisfy changes in 
priorities of primary weapon system depot level maintenance. 
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Decreasing rather than increasing downtime of equipment. 

Improving or sustaining (rather than degrading) the quaUty of the repair 
process. 

- Enhancing rather than degrading peacetime, contingency response, regional 
war, mobilization, and reconstitution c^abilities. 

. Business considerations. Any recommended change must result in significant ne 
savings and: 

- Justify turbulence associated with change (judgment call). 

- Ensure that near term investment costs are not prohibitive. 
Vn. Reach conclusions. 

Vni. Develop recommendations. 
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APPENDIX E 
Woridoad Consolidation Calculation 

Iffitroawctiftn . The procedures used to determine potential cost savings resulting from 
migrating workloads among the depots were taken from established references and 
previously accepted methodologies. Recurring and non-recurring costs associated with a 
movement of work were identified. The transition of work from one depot to another wa 
spread over a 2 year period. The following primary references were used during this 



a. DOD Depot Maintenance and Maintenance Support Cost Accounting Handbook 
DOD 7220.29-H, Table 18 computer runs. 

b. DDMC Corporate Business Plan FY 1992-1997, October 1992 (FY 1993 data). 

c. JDMAG Depot Proffles 1991. May 1991. Depot Profile Size Attribute. 

d. National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1993, OSD(C) March 1992. 

e. Service POM 94 MDXON Submissions data. 

f. DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, January 1991. 

g. Marine Corps Option P^r, 11 April 1990. 

h. DDMC DOD Tactical MissUe Stody, 18 January 1991. 

i. Joint Services Update of the Tactical MissHe Maintenance Consolidation Savings 
and Cost Analysis, 1 August 1992 (rev. 26 August 1992). 

J. Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) Air Logistics Center (ALC) Qosure and 
Relocation Model, 2 March 1992. 

k. Service Commodity Matrix-Appendix F, Depot Maintenance ConsoUdation Study. 
1. Service Budget Estimate Submissions, FY 1994/1995. 

m. Analysis of Depot Maintenance ConsoUdation Proposals (Green Book), Naval 
Aviation Depot Corporate Board, 22 February 1990. 
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2. Analysis and ComDUtatjonS- 

a. Each alternative sought to increase capacity utilization throughout DOD. In doing 
this, most alternatives contained a series of options that could be characterized as: 
centralizing the workload by pulling up the work from the smaUer depots, 
decentralizing the work by pushing down the woik from the larger depots, and the 
movement of work from mid-size depots to others. 

b The cost spreadsheets ran all options using the actual FY91 financial data from the 
transferring depot(s) and the gaining depot(s). FY91 actual hours attributed to the 
migrating work and the cost associated with that work were extracted from Reference 
la, listed on the previous page. The gaining depot is assumed to pick up the work at 
the gaining depot's labor rates. The total FY94 depot maintenance personnel levels 
from Reference lb, were used to detemiine non-recurring costs. The cost calculations 
provide a relative cost measure of work moved from one location to another usmg 
FY91 actual accounting costs. These relative costs are not "budget quality" cost 
estimates. 

c The calculations accounted for non-recurring costs of severance pay, 
unemployment, early retirement, relocation, TDY, movement of equipment, 

faciUty/equipment shutdown, cost of disraption, recniitment of personnel, traimng, 
MILCON avoidance, productivity loss at the gaining site, and plant equipment. 
Recunring costs included operations overhead, and general arid administrauve (G&A). 
All costs were adjusted to FY93 constant doUars for comparison. 

3 Recui]iii&. Total direct labor costs for the migratmg workload were determined by 
■ ^narSy direct labor hours (DLH) multipUed by the direct labor rates of die gaining 
depot(s). Recurring costs (labor, material, other, G&A, and operations overhead) are 
determined by two methodologies that provide a range of costs. The Low me&od 
assumed 35 percent of the total work cost at the losing depot(s) does not transfer 
(Reference If). The ffigh alternative transferred 100 percent of the labor, material, and 
other and assumed that 30 percent of both G&A and operations overhead did not transfer 
(from Reference Ij). Savings were gained from workload consohdjions and 
improvements to the repair process through the use of Technology Repair Centers (TRCs) 
and "Centers of Excellence" (COE). 

4. |VJffn.r(.gniTing. 

a MILCON Avoidance. MILCON avoidance includes the cost of proved and 
scheduled MILCON that would no longer be required as a depot closes or a workload 
specificaUy impacted by the MILCON is repostured. MILCON avoidance ^ 
determined in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of the MILCOW 
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requirement (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the requirement (all MILCON 
costs transferred to the gaining depot). The smdy team utilized data from References 
lb, le, Ik and 11. No projects listed as "unfunded requirements" were used. 

b. Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) Avoidance. This area includes the cost of 
approved and scheduled IPE from Reference Ik, that would no longer be required as a 
depot closes. Costs are computed in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of 
the equqmient (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the plant equipment 
requirements (all cost transferred to gaining depot). Where partial workload transfers, 
a proportional amount (based on relative DLHs) of future equipment purchases is 
costed in a like manner. Funire, more detailed studies might more closely tie specific 
equipment purchases directly to commodities. 



c. Severance Pay. 



(1) The ratio of involuntary-to-voluntary separations will vary with many factors, 
most notably the avaUabUity of other government activities in the area. Fifteen 
and 55 percent (References If and Ig) of the total depot employment was used to 
estimate the low and high range of involuntary separations respectively. 

(2) Severance pay costs are derived by taking the range of personnel that would 
be involuntarily separated multiplied by the average direct labor rate multiplied by 
640 hours. (Based upon an average Federal Service time of 13.4 years, with one 
week's pay for up to 10 years of service and 2 weeks pay for every year after 
ten.) 



d. Early-Out Retirement. This cost is based on data used in Reference Ij. The 
calculation uses 10 percent of the work force multipHed by 17,604 doUars, the annual 
annuity, multipUed by 5.9 years which represents the number of years the annuity is 
paid because of early-out retirement. 

e. Unemployment Compensation. Unemployment compensation is based on a 
reemployment percent of 25. The computation was based on 212 dollars per week for 
39 weeks multiplied by the number of unemployed as a result of workload movement. 
The cost is based on data used in Reference Ij. 

f. Relocation Costs. Based on data used in the DDMC Joint Service Engine Smdy 
(Reference If), relocation costs were estimated as 31,600 dollars multiplied by 15 
percent of the civiUan personnel originally dedicated to that workload. Where military 
personnel are direct workers at the losing depot, it is assumed that they were replaced 
on a one-for-one basis at the gaining depot by civiUan labor. Where partial depot 
transfer (work/commodity) occurs, special Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) 
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Table 18 (Reference la) reports were generated allocating appropriate cost categories 
and DLHs to the work/commodities selected for transfer. Direct labor personnel 
assigned to each commodity were assumed to equal the ratio of the commodity DLH to 
depot total DLH. 

g. TDY Costs. Cost of TDY associated with a smooth and orderly transfer of the 
workload was estimated to be 150,000 doUars to cover travel and expenses for each 
gaining depot. 

h. Movement of Equipment. This area measures the cost associated with the 
removal, shqmient, and installation of equipment necessary to perform maintenance on 
the migrated workload. Based on the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, Reference 
If, the total tratisfer cost is estimated as 22 percent of the total book value of the plant 
equipment at the transferring depot. The factor of 22 percent is the sum of 2 percent 
to de-install, 6 percent for packing, crating, and handling, 4 percent for transportation 
and 10 percent for uiq)acking, uncrating, and installation. The book value of the 
equipment is obtained from Reference Ic. 

i. Recruitment Cost. The number of new hires was based on References If and Ij. 
The methodology assumes 85 percent of the civilian workers dedicated to the migratmg 
workload would be recruited at the new faciUty. The recruitment cost is this number 
of people times 200 dollars. 

i Training Costs. The cost associated with the training of new hires is determined 
by multiplying the number of new hires times 33 percent times the direct labor rate 
times 5.6 months (Referoices If and Ij). 

k. FaciUty/Equipment/Equipment Shutdown Costs. This item includes costs for 
closing buildings and other production facilities because of closure or reposture of 
single site workload. The current recognized value for this is 1.13 doUars per square 
foot. This value was used per OSD direction in BRAC-91 and represents only the cost 
to mothball the facility. Source is Referoice Im. 

1 Productivity Loss. Loss of productivity results from the reaUgnment of work to 
new activities. Two sources were used to provide a high and low estimate. Based on 
the Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Study (Reference li) a 3 year effect 
was used with the first year productivity loss being 26 percent of the direct labor cost, 
the second being 12 percent and the third year 5 percent (ffigh). Based on Reference 
If, the team took a 1 year loss in productivity of 10 percent of the direct labor cost 
(Low). 
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m. Cost of Disruption (Losing Depot/Woridoad). Completion of work-in-process will 
become increasingly inefficient at a closing or losing facility because of low morale, 
supply and material shortages, tear down of equipment, etc. Based on Reference Im, 
disruption cost was determined based on the following formula; (0.25 multiplied by ' 
the hours transferred multiplied by the losing depot's labor rate) multiplied by 2. This 
cost was based on a 2 year transition. 

5. lyiistgHaffitOBS. Additional MILCON and equipment, above that currently programmed 
for a losing or gaining dq)ot, may be required but were not priced. 
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APPENDIX F 

DEPOT COMMODITY MATRIX 

L A depot commodity matrix was created for this study to provide a quick reference of each 
maintenance depot's mission by commodity, jSnancial data and facility characteristics. These 
factors are oriented verticaUy. Depots, which are listed horizontaUy, are grouped into three 
categories: Aviation, Shipyards and Ground Equipment depots. An "x" was placed in the 
commodity section for a depot only if that commodity represented 5 percent or more of that 
depot's workload. As a result, all the work performed at a depot may not be reflected in the 
matrix. 

n. The matrix consists of 27 pages. When properly arranged, it will form a 3 x 9 page 
document. Individual pages should be oriented as indicated in Table F-1. 



Table F-1 Commodity Matrix Orientation Scheme 



F-l-A 


F-2-A 


F-3-A 


F-4-A 


F-5-A 


F-6-A 


F-7-A 


F-8-A 


F-9-A 


F-l-B 


F-2-B 


F-3-B 


F-4-B 


F-5-B 


F-6-B 


F-7-B 


F-8-B 


F-9-B 


F-l-C 


F-2-C 


F-3-C 


F^-C 


F-5-C 


F-6-C 


F-7-C 


F-8-C 


F-9-C 



m. The information contained in the matrix was provided by DSD, JDMAG and the Services. 
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Depot Commodity Matrix - Appendix F 








Aviation 




AGMC 


ALC 


ALC 


ALC 






Newark 


Ogden 


Oklahoma City 


Sacramento 


Financial 












Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


84/77.2 


437.1/436.4 


536.1/497.8 


458.7/423.3 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




1120 


5457 


5935 


5337 


Direct 


J 


785 


4120 


4613 


4038 


Indirect 


J 


335 


1337 


1322 


1299 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




10 


136 


45 


49 


Direct 


J 


0 


94 


14 


25 


Indirect 


J 


10 


42 


31 


24 


Utilization (%) 












1 Shift 


S 


71.00% 


81.20% 


84.00% 


90.00% 


2 Shifts 


S 


19.40% 


15.90% 


11.10% 


9.00% 


3 Shifts 


S 


9.60% 


2.90% 


4.90% 


1.00% 


5 Day Workweek 


8 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


7 Day Workweeik 


8 


0.00% 


0.00% 


0.00% 


0.00% 


Overtime 


8 


2.30% 


7.60% 


7.30% 


5.50% 


Interservidng ($/%) FY91 












Army 


J 


3408 


366 


75 


967 


Navy 


J 


8313 


4008 


3455 


11561 


Air Force 


J 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Marine Corps 


J 


0 


54 


0 


454 


Coast Guard 


S 








9.4 


FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


O 


123126 


454002 


716597 


434434 














Facility 












Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


472M* 


3.7M* 


5.2M* 


3.546M* 


Acreage 


J 


72* 


6698* 


4885* 


2949* 


Storage Space 












covered 


J 


100K* 


1208K* 


253K* 


539K* 


uncovered 


J 








2917 


Equipment Value($M) 


J 


301.8* 


663.6* 


526.2* 


503.5* 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


243.5* 


351.8* 


1,133.4* 


633.6* 


Access 












Air (distance to airport) 


S 


0.25 


8 


15 


14 


Rail (y/n) 


8 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


8 


N 


N 


N 


15M 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


8 


1-70(1 OMI) 


l-15,l-80(.25MI) 


l-35.l-40(.25Mi) 


l-5.l-80(.25Mi) 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($K) 


8 


6.700 


73,200 


129,100 


72,100 


MILCON (SYDP){$K) 


S 


0 


8,600 


14,900 


59,500 


Plant Equipment (past 1 0 years)($K) 


S 


57,400 


140,668 


172,251 


177,446 


Plant Equipment (SYDP){$K) 


S 


9,700 


58,600 


127,939 


91.600 


Capacity Utilization(%) 


J 


75% 


96% 


93% 


84% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


1,232 


6,875 


7,072 


6.495 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


1,644 


7,150 


7,644 


7,705 


























8= Service provided, 0= OSD provided, J= JDMAG provided 




















* Service vice JDMAG provided 












** Rgures reflect 3 years (93-95) 
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AGMC 


ALC 


ALC 


ALC 






Newark 


Ogden 


Oklahoma City 


Sacramento 


Commoflity <at least 5% of workload) 












Aircraft 


S 










Aircraft, Fixed Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 






X 




Propeller 


S 










lading Gear 


S 




X 






Airframe 


S 










Small (<=2 engines) 


S 




X 




X 


Large (>2 engines) 


S 




X 


X 


X 


Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 




X 






Instruments 


S 


X 








Mechanical Systems 


S 








X 


Ord/Guns 


S 










Radar 


S 










Simulators 


S 




- 






GSE/AGE 


S 










Aircraft, Rotary Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 










Blade 


S 










Landing Gear 


S 










Airframe 


S 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 










Instruments 


S 










Mechanical Systems 


S 










Ord/Guns 


S 










Radar 


S 










Simulators 


s 










GSE/AGE 


s 










Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 










Missile 


s 










Strategic Airframes 


s 




X 






Tactical Airframes 


s 










Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 


s 










Support & Launch Equip 


s 










Guidance & Control 


s 


X 








Ship 


s 










Carrier 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Surface 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 
s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 
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I 



I 



F-l-B-1 



















AGMC 


ALC 


ALC ! 


ALC 






Newark 


Ogden 


Oklahoma City 


Sacramento 














Submarine 


S 










Nuclear Propulsion 


S 










Conventional Propulsion 


S 










Radar 


S 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapons/Guns 


S 










Service Craft 


S 










Vehicles 


S 










Armored Vehicles 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapon/Gun 


S 










Wheeled Vehicles 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Weapon/Gun 


S 










Artillery 


S 










Towed 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapon 


S 










Self-propelled 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Construction Vehicles 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










General 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Rail 


s 










Communications-Electronic 


s 










Ground 


s 








X 


Satt 


s 










Ordnance/Weapons/iVlunitions 


s 










Torpedos/Mines 


s 










Chemical 


s 










Small Arms 


s 










Conv. munitions 


s 










(Metrology 


s 


X 








Automatic Test Equipment 


s 
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L/6poi v^ornrnouiiy iviairiA 












Aviation 




ALC 


ALC 


NADEP 


NADEP 






Warner-Robins 


San Antonio 


Alameda 


Jacksonville 


Financial 












Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


467.1/493.4 


618.5/550.2 


?/378:0 


7/319.6 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




5780 


6602 


3284 


2539 


Direct 


J 


4326 


4807 


1718 


1507 


Indirect 


J 


1452 


1795 


1566 


1032 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




54 


38 


32 


30 


Direct 


J 


30 


16 


0 


0 


Indirect 


J 


24 


22 


32 


30 


Utilization (%) 












1 Shift 


S 


87.00% 


88.00% 


86.00% 


89.00% 


2Shitts 


S 


10.00% 


11.00% 


14.00% 


10.00% 


3 Shifts 


s 


3.00% 


1.00% 


0.00% 


1.00% 


5 Day Workweek 


S 


69.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


7 Day Workweek 


s 


31.00% 


0.00% 


0.00% 


0.00% 


Overtime 


8 


8.30% 


12.40% 


8.60% 


11.91% 


Interservicing ($/%) FY91 












Army 


J 


1608 


70 


3673 


626 


Navy 


J 


4149 


5238 


N/A 


N/A 


Air Force 


J 


N/A 


N/A 


53207 


4947 


Marine Corps 


J 


9 


0 


0 


0 


Coast Guard 


S 




21.2 






FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


O 


566352 


873715 


354339 


258565 














Facilltv 












Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


3.371 M' 


3.784M* 


2.3M 


1.6M 


Acreage 


J 


8720* 


4660* 


138 


96 


Storage Space 












covered 


J 




1065 






uncovered 


J 










Equipment Value($M) 


J 


850.1* 


646.9* 


183 


250 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


257.5* 


372* 


246 


393 


Access 












Air (distance to airport) 


s 


10 


15 


Y 


Y 


Rail (y/n) 


8 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Water (y/n) 


8 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


8 


U8129,l-75(8 Mi) 


l-10,l-35(.25Mi) 


1-80,1-880 


1-10.1-295 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($K) 


8 


51,400 


81,600 


72,100 


41,400 


MILCON (SYDP)($K) 


8 


32.800 


27,200 


2,400** 


0** 


Plant Equipment (past 10 years)($K) 


8 


159,530 


192,103 


73,300 


62,100 


Plant Equipment (SYDP)($K) 


8 


59,815 


136,405 


20,001** 


13,378** 


Capacity Utilization(%) 


J 


87% 


92% 


90% 


90% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


7,046 


8,193 


2,626 


2,426 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


8,075 


8,935 


2,915 


2,693 


















































* Service vice JDMAG provided 












" Rgures reflect 3 years (93-95) 
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j 
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I 

( 



















ALC 


ALC 


NADEP 


NADEP 






Warner-Robins 


San Antonio 


Alameda 


Jacksonville 


Commoditv (at least 5% of workload) 












Aircraft 


S 










Aircraft, Fixed Wing 


S 










Enqine 


s 




X 


X_ 


"X 


Propeller 


s 










Landing Gear 


s 










Airframe 


s 










Small (<=2 engines) 


s 


X 




X 


X 


Large (>2 engines) 


s 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 


X 








Instruments 


s 










Mechanical Systems 


s 










Ord/Guns 


s 










Radar 


s 


X 








Simulators 


s 




- 






GSE/AGE 


s 










Aircraft, Rotary Wing 


s 










Engine 


s 










Blade 


s 










Landing Gear 


s 










Airframe 


s 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 










Instruments 


s 










Mechanical Systems 


s 










Ord/Guns 


s 










Radar 


s 










Simulators 


s 










GSE/AGE 


s 










Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 










Missile 


s 










Strategic Airframes 


s 










Tactical Airframes 


s 










Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 


s 










Support & Launch Equip 


s 










Guidance & Control 


8 










Ship 


s 










Carrier 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Surface 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 
s 










Radar 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 
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ALC 


ALC 


NADEP 


NADEP 






Wamer-Robins 


San Antonio 


Alameda 


Jad^sonville 














Submarine 


S 










Nuclear Propulsion 


S 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Service Craft 


s 










Vehicles 


s 










Armored Vehicles 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon/Gun 


s 










Wheeled Vehicles 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Weapon/Gun 


s 










Artillery 


s 










Towed 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Self-propelled 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Construction Vehicles 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










General 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Rail 


s 










Communications-Electronie 


s 










Ground 


s 










Satt 


s 










Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 


s 










Torpedos/Mines 


s 










Chemical 


s 










Small Arms 


s 










Conv. munitions 


s 










Metrology 


s 










Automatic Test Equipment 


s 
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Depot Conrnnodity Matrix 








1 
1 


Aviation 




NADEP 


NADEP 


NADEP 


NADEP 






Norfolk 


North Island 


Pensaoola 


Cherry Point 


Financial 












Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


?/325.6 


7/316.5 


7/334.4 


7/360.8 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




3985 


3365 


3408 


2767 


Direct 


J 


2061 


1858 


1776 


1440 


Indirect 


J 


1924 


1507 


1632J 


1327 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




34 


32 


40 


91 


Direct 


J 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Indirect 


J 


34 


32 


40 


30 


Utilization (%) 












1 Shift 


S 


94.00% 


88.90% 


94.50% 


87.50% 


2 Shifts 


8 


5.70% 


9.80% 


5.00% 


11.00% 


3 Shifts 


S 


0.30% 


1.30% 


0.50% 


1.50% 


5 Day Workweek 


S 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


7 Day Workweek 


S 


0.00% 


0.00% 


0.00% 


0.00% 


Overtinrje 


S 


9.28% 


14.99% 


14.76% 


17.73% 


Interservicing ($/%) FY91 












Army 


J 


80 


390 


3578 


10806 


Navy 


J 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Air Force 


J 


14 


10206 


128726 


9720 


Marine Corps 


J 


0 


314 


4 


104 


Coast Guard 


S 










FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


0 


252915 


331598 


364336 


239827 














Facilitv 












Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


2.3M 


2.5M 


1.7M 


1.5M 


Acreage 


J 


172 


362 


326 


114 


Storage Space 












covered 


J 










uncovered 


J 










Equipment Value($M) 


J 


297 


288 


218 


250 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


356 


287 


214 


274 


Access 












Air (distance to airport) 


S 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Rail (y/n) 


s 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


s 


Y 


Y 


Y 


20M 


Road (miles to interstate) 


8 


1-64 


1-5,1-8 


U829,l-10 


US70,17 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($K) 


8 


25,000 


30,600 


13,200 


83.000 


MILCON (SYDP)($K) 


S 


17,200** 


0** 


1,560** 


0** 


Plant Equipment (past 10years)($K) 


S 


76.600 


82,200 


52,600 


76,700 


Plant Equipment (SYDP)($K) 


8 


18,335** 


12,918** 


16,994** 


20,844** 


Capacity Utilization(%) 


J 


95% 


91% 


91% 


92% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


3,133 


2,706 


3,054 


2,419 


Capacity (DLIH) 


J 


3,314 


2,992 


3,375 


2,639 


















































* Service vice JDMAG provided 












** Rgures reflect 3 years (93-95) 
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NADEP 


NADEP 


NADEP 


NADcr 






Norfolk 


North Island 


Pensacx)Ia i 


Cherry roint 


Commodity (at least 5% of workload) 












Aircraft 


S 










Aircraft, Fixed Wing 


S 










Enqine 


S 








X 


Propeller 


S 










Landing Gear 


S 










Airframe 


S 










Small (<=2 engines) 


S 


X 


X 




X 


Large (>2 engines) 


S 








X 


Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 




X 




— 


Instruments 


S 




X 






Mechanical Systems 


S 


X 


X 




X 


Ord/Guns 


S 










Radar 


S 










Simulators 


S 










GSE/AGE 


S 








X 


Airaaft, Rotary Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 








X 


Blade 


s 








X 


Landing Gear 


s 










Airframe 


s 






X 


X 


Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 






X 




Instruments 


s 






X 




Mechanical Systems 


s 




X 


X 


X 


Ord/Guns 


s 








... . 


Radar 


s 










Simulators 


s 










GSE/AGE 


s 










Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 










Missile 


s 










Strategic Airframes 


s 










Tactical Airframes 


s 










Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 


s 










Support & Launch Equip 


s 










Guidance & Control 


s 










Ship 


s 










Carrier 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Surface 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 
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NADEP 


NADEP 


NADEP 


NADEP 






Norfolk 


North Island 


Pensacola 


Cherry Point 














Submarine 


8 










Nuclear Propulsion 


S 










Conventional Propulsion 


S 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Service Craft 


s 










Vehicles 


s 










Armored Vehicles 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapon/Gun 


s 










Wheeled Vehicles 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Weapon/Gun 


s 










Artillery 


s 










Towed 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Self-propelled 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Construction Vehicles 


s 






• 




Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










General 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Rail 


s 










Communications>Electronic 


s 










Ground 


s 










Satt 


s 










Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 


s 










Torpedos/Mines 


s 










Chemical 


s 










Small Arms 


s 










Conv. munitions 


s 










Metrology 


s 


X 


X 






Automatic Test Equipment 


s 


X 
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Depot Commodity Matrix - Appendix F 




Aviation 




Army Depot 


USCG 






Corpus Christi 


Elizabeth City 


Financial 








Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


328.5/358.2 


42.7/43.8*" 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




3137 


301 


Direct 


J 


1945 


251/83.4% 


Indirect 


J 


1192 


50/16.6% 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




2 


53 


Direct 


J 


0 


36/67.9% 


Indirect 


J 


2 


17/32.1% 


Utilization (%) 








1 Shift 


s 


95.00% 


83.00% 


2 Shifts 


s 


2.00% 


17.00% 


3 Shifts 


s 
s 


3.00% 


0.00% 


5 Day Workweek 


100.00% 


100.00% 


7 Day Workweek 


s 


0.00% 


0.00% 


Overtime 


s 


15.30% 


5.00% 


Interservicing ($/%) P«'91 








Army 


J 


N/A 


0 


Navy 


J 


16803 


0 


Air Force 


J 


8713 


0 


Marine Coips 


J 


0 


0 


Coast Guard 


s 




N/A 


FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


0 


417565 


43915 










Facilitv 








Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


2.2M 


283K* 


Acreage 


J 


186 


39* 


Storage Space 








covered 


J 




51 .7K* 


uncovered 


J 
J 


1.5M 


4.8K* 


Equipnient Value($M) 


93 


2* 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


362 


25.4* 


Access 








Air (distance to airport) 


s 


Y/Omi 


Y 


Rail (y/n) 


s 


Y/12mi 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


s 


Y/15mi 


N 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


s 


1-37/1 4mi 


Y/4mi 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($K) 


s 


34,000 


TBD 


MILCON (SYDP)($K) 


s 


21,200 


TBD 


Plant Equipment (past 10 years)($K) 


s 


117,200 


1,141 


Plant Equipment (SYDP)($K) 


s 


122,700 


1,501 


Capacity Utilization(%) 


J 


78% 


0.9982* 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


4,042 


499* 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


5,155 


500* 


























* Service vice JDMAG provided 








** Rgures reflect 3 years (93-95) 








"* Reflects FY92 Actual/FY93 Budget 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



F-4-A-1 













Army Depot 


USCG 






Corpus Christ! 


Elizabeth City 


Commodity (at least 5% of workload) 








Aircraft 


S 






Aircraft, Fixed Wing 


S 




X 


Engine 


s 




X 


Propeller 


s 




X 


Landing Gear 


s 




X 


Airframe 


s 






Small (<=2 engines) 


s 




X 


Large (>2 engines) 


s 






Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 




X 


Instruments 


s 


X 


X 


Mechanical Systems 


s 
s 




X 


Ord/Quns 






Radar 


s 




X 


Simulators 


s 


- 


X 


GSE/AGE 


s 




X 


Aircraft, Rotary Wing 


s 


X 


X 


Engine 


s 


X 


X 


Blade 


s 


X 


X 


Landing Gear 


s 


X 


X 


Airframe 


s 


X 


X 


Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 


X 


X 


Instruments 


s 


X 


X 


Mechanical Systems 


s 


X 


X 


Ord/Guns 


s 






Radar 


s 




X 


Simulators 


s 




X 


GSE/AGE 


s 




X 


Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 






Missile 


s 






Strategic Airframes 


s 






Tactical Airframes 


s 






Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 


s 






Support & Launch Equip 


s 






Guidance & Control 


s 






Ship 


s 






Carrier 


s 






Nuclear Propulsion 


s 






Conventional Propulsion 


s 






Radar 


s 






Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 






Fire Control System 


s 






Weapons/Guns 


s 






Surface 


s 






Nuclear Propulsion 


8 






Conventional Propulsion 


s 






Radar 


s 






Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 






Fire Control System 


s 






Weapons/Guns 


s 
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Army Depot 


USCG 






Corpus Christ! 


Elizatjeth City 










Submarine 


S 






Nuclear Propulsion 


S 






Conventional Propulsion 


S 






Radar 


S 






Comm/Nav/Electronics 


S 






Fire Control System 


S 






Weapons/Guns 


S 






Service Craft 


S 






Vehicles 


s 






Armored Vehicles 


s 






Chassis 


s 






Powertrain 


s 






Hre Control System 


s 






Weapon/Gun 


s 






Wheeled Vehicles 


s 






Chassis 


s 






Powertrain 


s 






Weapon/Gun 


s 






Arliilery 


s 






Towed 


s 






Chassis 


s 






Powertrain 


s 






Rre Control System 


s 






Weapon 


s 






Self-propelled 


s 






Chassis 


s 






Powertrain 


s 






Fire Control System 


s 






Weapon 


s 






Construction Vehicles 


s 






Powertrain 


s 






Chassis 


s 






General 


s 






Powertrain 


s 






Chassis 


s 






Rail 


s 






Communications-Electronic 


s 






Ground 


s 






Satt 


s 






Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 


s 






Torpedos/Mines 


s 






Chemical 


s 






Small Arms 


s 






Conv. munitions 


s 






Metrology 


s 






Automatic Test Equipment 


s 
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.... .F=4.G-1- 



Depot Commodity Matrix 












Ships 




NSY 


NSY 


NSY 


NSY 






Portsmouth 


Philadelphia 


Norfolk 


Charleston 


Fin^ncial 












Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


412.3/382.2M 


518.8/452.4M 


676.0/680.1 M 


485.2/423.2M 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




6027 


6199 


9997 


5766 


Direct 


J 


3301 


3903 


5999 


3455 


Indirect 


J 


2726 


2296 


3998 


2311 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




105 


42 


103 


59 


Direct 


J 


0 


14 


0 


0 


Indirect 


J 


105 


28 


103 


59 


Utilization (%) 












1 Shift 


S 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


2 Shifts 


S 










3 Shifts 


S 










5 Day Workweek 


S 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


7 Day Workweek 


S 










Overtime 


S 


9.70% 


14.00% 


4.90% 


12.10% 


Interservicing ($/%) 




- 








Army 


J 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Navy 


J 
J 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Air Force 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Marine Coips 


J 


0 


1 


38 


420 


Coast Guard 


S 










FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


O 


94453*** 


81771*** 


1029415 


447318 














Facilitv 












Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


3.9M 


7M 


3.6M 




Acreage 


J 


298 


904 


1275 


590 


Storage Space 












covered 


J 










uncovered 


J 










Equipment Value($M) 


J 


388.1* 


189* 


216.3* 


220.5* 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


1,123* 


2,371* 


2,497* 


1702* 


Access 












Air (distance to airport) 


S 


4M 


3M 


Y 


5M 


Rail (y/n) 


S 


. Y/0 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


S 
S 


Y/1 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


1-95 


1-70,1-95 


1-64 


1-26 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 


S 


52.2M** 


25.1 M** 


36.3M** 


12.9M** 


MILCON (SYDP) 


S 


14.9M 


0 


36.4M 


2.8M 


Plant Equipment (past 1 0 years) 


S 


107.4M 


116.3M 


207.4M 


121.5M 


Plant Equipment (SYDP) 


S 


34M 


6.3M 


35.2M 


37.6M 


Drydock Utilization(%) 


J 


36% 


90% 


103% 


84% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


6,130 


8,308 


12,755 


7,565 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


































S= Service provided, 0= OSD provided, J= JDMAG provided 








* Service vice JDMAG provided 












** Reflects past 7 years vice 10 












*** Apparent reporting error 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



I 



F-5-A-1 



















NSY 


NSY 


NSY 


NSY 






Portsmouth 


Philadelphia 


Norfolk 


Charleston 


Commoditv (at least 5% of workload) 












Aircraft 


S 










Aircraft, Fixed Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 










Propeller 


S 











Landing Gear 


S 










Airframe 


S 










Small (<=2 engines) 


S 










Large (>2 engines) 


S 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 










Instruments 


S 










Mechanical Systems 


S 




- 






Ord/Guns 


S 











Radar 


S 










Simulators 


S 




- 






GSE/AGE 


S 










Aircraft, Rotary Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 










Blade 


S 










Landing Gear 


S 










Airframe 


S 
S 










Comm/Nav Equipment 










Instruments 


S 










Mechanical Systems 


S 










Ord/Guns 


S 










Radar 


s 










Simulators 


s 










GSE/AGE 


s 










Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 










Missile 


s 










Strategic Airframes 


s 










Tactical Airframes 


s 
s 










Propulsion/Payload/Expiosive 










Support & Launch Equip 


s 










Guidance & Control 


s 










Ship 


s 










Carrier 


s 




X 


X 




Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 




X 






Radar 


s 




X 






Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 




X 






Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Surface 


s 






X 


X 


Nuclear Propulsion 


s 






X 




Conventional Propulsion 


s 
s 




X 






Radar 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 




1 
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NSY 1 NSY 


NSY 


NSY 


• 




Portsmouth I Philadelphia 


Norfolk 


Charleston 














Submarine 


S 


X 




X 


X 


Nuclear Propulsion 


S 






X 




Conventional Propulsion 


S 










Radar 


S 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapons/Guns 


S 










Service Craft 


S 










Vehicles 


S 










Armored Vehicles 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapon/Gun 


S 










Wheeled Vehicles 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Weapon/Gun 


S 










Artillery 


S 










Towed 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 


i 






Weapon 


S 










Self-propelled 


S 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Constmction Vehicles 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










General 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Rail 


s 










Communications-Electronic 


s 










Ground 


s 










Satt 


s 










Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 


s 










Torpedos/Mines 


s 










Chemical 


s 
s 










Small Arms 










Conv. munitions 


s 










Metrology 


s 










Automatic Test Equipment 


s 














1 
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F-5-C 



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



. F-5-C-1 



Depot Commodity Matrix 






1 
i 










NSY 


i NSY 


NSY 


NSY 






Mare Island 


Lono Beach 


Pearl Harbor 


Punpf Sound 

I U^Vl WWII IVI 


Fin9nci9l 












Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


483.8/497.2M 


288.7/31 0.1M 


385 7/363 2M 


754 0/759 2M 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




6033 


4292 


4541 


11571 


Direct 


J 


3742 


2379 


2366 


6863 


Indirect 


J 


2291 


1913 


2175 


4708 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




106 


26 


52 


134 


Direct 


J 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Indirect 


J 


106 


26 


52 


134 


Utilization (%) 






! 






1 ShHt 


s 


100.00% 


i 100 00% 


100 00% 


100 00% 


2 Shifts 


S 




1 






3 Shifts 


s 










5 Day Workweel< 


s 


100.00% 


1 100.00% 


100 00% 


100 00% 

1 WW. W /O 


7 Day Workweek 


s 




! 






Overtime 


S 


7.90% 


9.20% 


■ 6 00% 


11 10% 

1 1 • 1 W /O 


Interservicing ($/%) 












Army 


J 


0 


0 


0 


0 

w 


Navy 


J 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Air Force 


J 


0 


712 


0 


0 

w 


Marine Corps 


J 


1 


0 


52 


0 


Coast Guard 


S 










FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


0 


531932 


287528 


298006 

w w 
















Facility 












Depot Size (soft) (covered) 


J 


107M* 


2.5M* 


3.6M* 


5M* 


Acreage 


J 


5548 


214 


160 


1367 

I wVr 


Storage Space 












covered 


J 










uncovered 


J 
J 








3 9M 

w. wivl 


Equipment Value($M) 


331.8* 


281.4* 


222.6* 


302 4* 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


2,253* 


2,235.6* 


1,195.5* 


2011 1* 

te,W 1 1 . 1 


Access 












Air (distance to airport) 


S 


36M 


23M 


Y 


30M 


Rail (y/n) 


s 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


s 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 
i 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


s 


CA37,l-80 


1-710 


H-1 


US3 1-5 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 


s 


32, .9M** 


10.8M** 


2.66M** 


167 15M** 

1 w r * 1 wIVI 


MILCON (SYDP) 


s 


10.8M 


4.0M 


2.9M 


57 58M 


Plant Equipment (past 10 years) 

..... 1 w \r * / 


s 
s 


146.4M 


66. 1M 


97 5M 


20*? OM 

CaWW.wlVI 


Plant Equipment (SYDP) 


38.1 M 


17.4M 


45.1 M 


71 '^M 


Drydock Utilization(%) 


J 


142% 


38% 


76% 


bwO /o 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


7,153 


4,389 


4 569 


1*^ Q17 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 
















































* Service vice JDMAG provided 












** Reflects past 7 years vice 10 












*** Apparent reporting error 
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F-6-A 



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



F-6-A-1 



















NSY 


NSY 


NSY 


NSY 






Mare Island 


Long Beach 


Peari Harbor 


Puget Sound 


Commoditv (at least 5% of workload) 












Aircraft 


S 










Aircraft, Rxed Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 











Propeller 


S 










L^c^gOear 


S 










Airframe 


S 










Small (<=2 engines) 


S 










Large (>2 engines) 


S 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 










Instruments 


S 










Mechanical Systems 


S 










Ord/Guns 


S 










Radar 


S 










Simulators 


S 
S 




• 






GSE/AGE 










Aircraft, Rotary Wmg 


S 










Engine 


S 










Blade 


S 










LandingGear 


S 










Airframe 


S 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 










Instruments 


S 










Mechanical Systems 


S 










Ord/Quns 


s 










Radar 


s 










Simulators 


s 










GSE/AGE 


s 










Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 










Missile 


s 










Strategic Airframes 


s 










Tactical Airfrantes 


s 










Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 


s 










Support & Launch Equip 


s 










Guidance & Control 


s 










Ship 


s 










Carrier 


s 








X 


Nudear Propulsion 


s 








X 


Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Surface 


s 




X 


X 


X 


Nuclear Propulsion 


s 








X 


Conventional Propulsion 


s 




X 






Radar 


s 




X 






Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 






X 




Fire Control System 


s 




X 






Weapons/Guns 


s 






















11/9/929.20 













F-6-B 



E^TENnONALLY LEFT BLANK 



F-6-B-1 



















NSY 


NSY 


NSY 


Kiev 

Not 






Mare Island 


Long Beach 


Pean Harbor 


ruget oouna 














Submarine 


S 


X 






V 

A 


Nuclear Propulsion 


S 


X 




X 




Conventional Propulsion 


S 










Radar 


S 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapons/Guns 


S 










Service Craft 


S 










Vehicles 


S 








, 


Armored Vehicles 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Rre Control System 


S 










Weapon/Gun 


S 








\ 


Wheeled Vehicles 


S 








... . 


Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Weapon/Gun 


S 










Artillery 


S 










Towed 


S 










Chassis 


S 










Powertrain 


S 










Fire Control System 


S 










Weapon 


s 










Self-propelled 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapon 


s 










Construction Vehicles 


s 










Powertrain 


s 











Chassis 


s 










General 


s 










Powertrain 


s 










Chassis 


s 










Rail 


s 










Communicatione-Electronic 


s 










Ground 


s 










Satt 


s 










Ordnanoe/Weapons/Munitions 


s 










Torpedos/Mines 


s 










Chemical 


s 










Small Arms 


s 










Conv. munitions 


s 











Metrology 


s 










Automatic Test Equipment 


o 
o 
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F-6-C 



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



F-6-C-1 



uopol uommoaiiy Mainx 














NESEC 


NESEC 


USCG 






Portsmouth 


San Diego 


Curtis Bay 


FinpHQi?! 










Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


7/21945 


7/20454 


53.2M/59.1M*"* 


Civifian Personnel (# people/%) 




325 


222 


630 


Direct 


J 


277 


205 


462/73.3% 


Indirect 


J 


48 


17 


168/26.7% 


Mintary Personnel (# people/%) 




0 


0 


140 


Direct 


J 


0 


0 


77/55% 


Indirect 


J 


0 


0 


63/45% 


Uilization (%) 










1 Stiift 


S 


100% 


100% 


100% 


2 Shifts 


S 






5% 


3 Shifts 


S 






0% 


5 Day Workweek 


S 


100% 


100% 


100% 


7 Day Workweek 


S 








Overtime 


S 


2% 


8% 


20% 


Interservidng ($/%) 










Army 


J 






0 


Navy 


J 


N/A 


N/A 


0 


Air Force 


J 






0 


Marine Coips 


J 






0 


Coast Guard 


S 






N/A 


FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


O 






59,100 






















Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


83K 


72K 


1M 


Acreage 


J 


3^ 


3.5 


113 


Storage Space 










covered 


J 






250K 


uncovered 


J 






20 Acres 


Equipment Value($M) 


J 


6.4 


40 


50 


Facility Value($M) 


J 


3.3 


36 


87 


Access 










Air (distance to airport) 


S 


5mi 


Y 


y/IOmi 


Rail (y/n) 


S 


Y 


Y 


y 


Water (y/n) 


S 


5ml 


Y 


y 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


S 


1-64 


1-5,1-8 


Y/lmi 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 


s 


4200 


814 


7M 


MILCON (SYDP) 


s 






26M 


Plant Equipment (past 1 0 years) 


s 






6M 


Plant Equipment (SYDP) 


s 






6M 


Drydock UtilizaHon(%) 


J 


82% 


92% 


95% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


503 


606 


1M 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


615 


660 
























* Service vice JDMAG provided 










** Reflects past 7 years vice 10 










*** Apparent reporting error 










Reflects FY92 Aclual/FY93 Budget 
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NESEC 


NESEC 


USCG 






Portsmouth 


San Diego 


Curtis Bay 


Commodity (at least 5% of workload) 










Aircraft 


S 








Aircraft, Rxed Wmg 


S 








Engine 


s 








Propeller 


s 
s 








Landing Gear 








Airframe 


s 








Small (<a2 engines) 


s 








Large (>2 engines) 


s 








Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 








Instruments 


s 








Medianlcal Systems 


s 








Ord/Guns 


s 








Radar^ 


s 








Simulators 


s 








GSeAGE 


s 








Aircraft. Rotary Wing 


s 








Engine 


s 








Blade • ^ 


s 


- "... . v.: , . , . 






LandingGear 


s 


••J 






Airframe 


s 








Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 








Instruments 


s 








Mechanical Systems 


s 








Ord/Guns 


s 








Radar 


s 








Simulators 


s 








GSeAGE 


s 








Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 








Missile 


s 








Strategic Airframes 


s 








Tactical Airframes 


s 








Propulsion/Payload^xplosive 


s 








Support & Launch Equip 


s 








Guidance & Control 


s 








Ship 


s 








Carrier 


s 








Nudear Propulsion 


s 








Conventional Propulsion 


s 








Radar 


s 








Comm/Nav/Eiectronics 


s 
s 


X 






Rre Control System 








Weapons/Guns 


s 








Surface 


s 






X 


Nuclear Propulsion 


s 








Conventional Propulsion 


s 






X 


Radar 


s 






X 


Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 


X 


X 


X 


Fire Control System 


s 






X 


Weapons/Guns 


s 






X 
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NESEC 


NESEC 








Portsmouth 


San Diego 


USCG 










Curtis Bay 


Submarine 


S 








Nuclear Propulsion 


S 








Conventional Propulsion 


S 








Radar 


S 








Comm/Nav/Electronics 


S 








Fire Control System 


S 








Weapons/Gtms 


S 








Service Craft 


S 








Vehicles 


S 








Armored Vehicles 


S 








.Chassis----.' -,.!:.. ^. 


S 








Powertrain 


S 




. .■ , . r • 




Fire Corrtrol iSystem^^^ ' 


S 








. Weapon/Gunr-^-'" 


S 








WheetedVeWcles^^^^^^^^i : 


S 








Chassis 


S 








Powerfrain 


S 

s 








Weapon/Gun.l^^^^ "c'-:' 








Artillery 


s 








Towed 


s 








Chassis 


s 








Powertrain ; 


s 








Fii« Controi iS)^fn:r v 


s 




;v. ...... 




v.Weaypw*''-^':;^^^ 


s 


'■ ■•' ■ ' V .• . •. • . ■ 






Self-propelled ; , : > 


s 








■• ^'ChassfsiiK*----: ' ■ ' ■ 


s 








- Powertraln'^i ■ ' : •■ ' 


s 








Rre Control System 


s 








Weapon 


s 








Construction Vehicles 


s 








Powertrain 


s 








Cheesis 


s 








General 


s 








Powertrain 


s 








Chassis 


s 








Rail 


s 








Cominunicatlons-Eiectronlc 


s 








Ground 


s 








Satt 


s 








Ordnanoe/Weapons/Munltions 


s 








Torpedos/Mines 


s 








Chemical 


s 








Small Anns 


s 








Conv. munitions 


s 








Metrology 


s 








Automatic Test Equipment 


s 
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Depot Commodity Matrix 












Ground 




Aimy Depot 


Army Depot 


Army Depot 


/\rmy Depot 






Anniston 


Letterkenny 


Red River 


Tooele 


Financial 












Budoet (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


265.8/253.8 


163.4/155.1 


160.8/250.4 


146.8/128.5 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




2739 


1818 


2152 


1742 


Direct 


J 


1808 


1127 


1356 


1132 


Indirect 


J 


931 


691 


796 


610 


Military Personnel (# people/%) 




4 


13 


8 


9 


Direct 


J 


0 


. 0 


0 


0 


Indirect 


J 


4 


13 


8 


• . -■■•■.:-9 


Utilization (%) 












1 Shift 


S 


88.00% 


90.00% 


89.00% 


94.00% 


2 Shifts 


S 


10.00% 


1.00% 


8.00% 


1:00% 


3 Shifts . - 


S 


2.00% 


9.00% 


3.00% 


•.v.-„.:..^.^dO% 


5 Day Workweek 


S 










7 Day Workweek 


S 










Overtime 


S 


8.90% 


6.60% 


T3.40% 


5.10% 


Interservicing ($/%) 










13 


Army 


J 


N/A 


N/A 


M/A 


■■:--™vvN/A 


Navy 


J 


1619 


669 


156 


667 


Air Force 


J 


337 


116 


0 


3461 


Marine Corps 


J 


- 2021 


1378 


9 


1834 


Coast Guard 


S 










FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


O 


355671 


41565 


216128 


.178229 














Faciiity 












Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 


1.5M 


1.4M 


1.4M 


.9M 


Acreage 


J 


18113 


19511 


19061 


44096 


Storage Space 












covered 


J 


5.8M 






^5M 


uncovered 


J 


2.3M 








Equipment Value ($M) 


J 


117 


150 


137 


23 


Facility Value ($M) 


J 


138 


600 


855 


1700 


Access 












Air (distance to airport) 


s 


60mi 


60mi 


20mi 


35mi 


Rail (y/n) 


s 


y 


y 


Y 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


s 


n 


80mi 


N 


N 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


s 


1-20 


1-81 


1-30 


UT36,l-80 


MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 


s 


15000 


0 


58000 


37000 


MILCON (SYDP) 


s 


1150 


6820 


29000 


0 


Plant Equipnoent (past 1 0 years) 


s 


104300 


70000 


110700 


112100 


Plant Equipment (SYDP) 


s 


45700 


65700 


62200 


33500 


Capacity Utflizatk}n(%) 


J 


85% 


83% 


81% 


82% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


3,670 


2,157 


2,786 


2,197 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


4,330 


2,590 


3,454 


2,670 


























S= Service provided, Os OSD provided, J= JDIVIAG provided 




















'Service vice JDMAG provkied 
























11/9/92 9:09 













F-8-A 



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



id':' d 



f.fwjv. .^.-^^ ' \ 



; ^ . T 



F-8-A-1 



















Army Depot 


Army Depot 


Army Depot 


Army Depot 






Anniston 


Letterkenny 


Red River 


Tooele 


CommoditY (at least S% of woridoacn 












Aircraft 


S 










Aircraft, Rxed Wing 


S 










Engine 


S 










Propeller 


S 










L^cBngGear 


S 










Airframe 


S 










Sniall (<s2 engines) 


S 










Large (>2 engines) 


S 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


S 










Instruments 


S 










Mechanical Systems 


S 








.■ ■ -. . .. 


Ord/Guns 


S 










Radar- ■ 


S 










Simulators 


S 








X 


. QSE/fiXSE 'r h :■ , ■■■/V 


S 










Aircraft, Rotary Wing 


s 










Engine. 


s 










■ Blade-^' • 


s 






i-\ ■ 




Landing Gear 


s 






.■ ■ ■ 




Airframe 


s 










Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 










Instruments 


s 








- ■ ■ 


Mechank»I Systerns ^ ; ' 


s 










Ord^Guns 


s 










Radar 


s 










Simulators 


s 










GSE/AGE 


s 








X 


Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 










Missile 


s 










Strategic Airframes 


s 










Tactical Airframes 


s 


X 








Propulsion/Paytoad/Expiosive 


s 


X 








Support & LsKinch Equip 


s 


X 




X 


X 


Guidance & Control 


s 


X 








ShiD 


s 










Canier 


s 










Nuclear Propulsion 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Fire Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Surface 


s 










Nuclear PropulskMi 


s 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 










Radar 


s 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 
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Army Depot 


Army uepoi 


Airm/ rionnt 
rMiiiy i«/v7pvii 


Amiv Deoot 






Anniston 


LetterKenny 




TnoAlo 














Submarine 


S 










Nuclear Propulsion 


S 










Conventional Propulsion 


s 
s 










Radar 










Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 










Rre Control System 


s 










Weapons/Guns 


s 










Service Craft 


s 










Vehicles 


s 










Armored Vehicles 


s 










Chassis 


s 


X 


A 


A 




Powertrain 


s 


X 


V 

A 


Y 
A 




Rre Control System 


s 


X 


V 

A 


Y 
A 




Weapon/Gun 


s 


X 




Y 
A 


\ 


Wheeled Vehicles 


s 




V 

A 






Chassis 


s 








Y 
A 


Powertrain 


s 








Y 

A 


Weapon/Gun 


s 


X 








Artillery 


s 










Towed 


s 




A 






Chassis 


s 




V 

.. • rA 






Powertrain 


s 




V 

A 






Rre Control System 


s 




V 

A 






Weapon 


s 




V 

A 






Self-propelled 


s 











Chassis 


s 




V 
A 






Powertrain 


s 




A 






Rre Control System 


s 




V 

A 






Weapon 


s 




V 

A 






Construction Vehicles 


s 










Powertrain 


s 








Y 
A 


Chassis 


s 




: 




X 


General 


s 










Powertrain 


s 








Y 
A 


Chassis 


s 








Y 
A 


Rail 


s 








Y 
/\ 


Communications-Electronic 


s 










Ground 


s 










Salt 


s 








... 


Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 


s 











Torpedos/Mines 


s 


X 






Y 
A 


Chemical 


s 


X 


A 




Y 

A 


Small Arms 


s 


X 








Conv. munitions 


s 


X 


V 

A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Metrology 


s 










Auiomaiic 1 esi cciuipiiieni 


c 


X 


X 


X 


X 














11/9/929:09 













F-8-C 



XNT&NTXONAIiI<Y IiSFT BIAMK 



..... .. ^. ^'.y...-*'-. I-.**- ft 



.F-8-C-1 



Depot Commodity Matrix 














Army Depot 


MCLB 


MCLB 






Tobyhanna 


Albany 


Barstow 


Financial 










Budget (91 actual/92 budget) 


S 


153.4/173^ 


79.3M/51.dM 


60.7M/63.7M 


Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 




2525 


756 


822 


Direct 


J 


1793 


373 


494 


Indirect 


J 


732 


383 


328 


MiRtary Personnel (# people/%) 




3 


135 


123 


Direct 


J 


0 


45 


100 


Indirect 


J 


3 


90 


23 


Utilization (%) 










1 Shift 


S 


97.50% 


99.40% 


91.30% 


2 Shifts 


S 


2.30% 


0.60% 


8.30% 


3 Shifts 


S 


0.20% 


0.00% 


0.40% 


5 Day Workweelt 


S 




100.00% 


100.00% 


7 Day Workweel^ 


S 








Overtime 


S 


4.80% 


25.20% 


15.60% 


Interservicing ($/%) 




126 






Army 


J 


N/A 


1633 


811 


Navy 


J 


422 


633 


180 


Ahr Force 


J 


3086 


20 


13 


Marine Coips 


J 


1730 


N/A 


N/A 


Coast Guard 


S 




0 


0 


FY91 Workload Value ($K) 


O 


156392 


66906 


59989 












Facility 










Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 


J 




.48M 


.69M 


Acreage 


J 


1193 


89 


355 


Storage Space 










covered 


J 




.19M* 


.13M* 


uncovered 


J 




1.4M 


1.7M 


Equipment Value ($M) 


J 


90 


35 


23 


Facility Value ($M) 


J 


220 


26 


47 


Access 










Mr (distance to airport) 


S 


22mi 


lOnri 


5mi 


Rail (y/n) 


S 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Water (y/n) 


S 


120MI 


N 


N 


Road (miles to Interstate) 


S 


1-380 


US19(2),US82(2) 


l-40(1),l-15(1) 


MILCON (past 10 yrs. prod r^ed) 


S 


34600 


11. 8M 


1.53M 


MILCON (SYDP) 


S 


0 


12M 


27.5M 


Plant Equipment (past 10 years) 


S 


65500 


25.1 M 


16.5M 


Plant Equipment (SYDP) 


S 


69900 


5.1 M 


14.3M 


Capacity Utilization(%) 


J 


64% 


145% 


128% 


Workload (DLH) 


J 


3,336 


1,582 


1,501 


Capacity (DLH) 


J 


5,207 


1.091 


1,169 










































*Servtee vice JDMAG provided 
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Army Depot 


MCLB 


MCLB 






Tobyhanna 


Albany 


Barstow 


Commodity (at least 5% of wortdoacn 










Aircraft 


S 








Aircraft, Rxed Wing 


S 








Engine 


S 








Propeller 


S 








Landing Gear 


S 








Airframe 


S 








Small («=2 engines) 


S 








Large (>2 engines) 


S 








Comm/Nav Equipment 


s 








Instruments 


s 








Mechanical Systems 


s 








Ord/Guns 


s 








Radar 


s 








Simulators 


s 








QSeAQE 


s 








Aircraft. Rotary Wmg 


s 








Engine 


s 








Blade 


s 








Landing Gear 


s 








Airframe 


s 








Comnt/Nav Equipment 


s 








Instruments 


s 








Mechanical Systems 


s 








Ord/Guns 


s 








Radar 


s 








Simulators 


s 








GSeAGE 


s 








Remote Piloted Vehicles 


s 








Missile 


s 








Strategic Airframes 


s 








Tactical Airframes 


s 








Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 


s 








Support & Launch Equip 


s 


X 




X 


Guidance & Control 


s 








Ship 


s 








Carrier 


s 








Nudear Propulsion 


s 








Conventional Propulsion 


s 








Radar 


s 








Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 








Rre Control System 


s 








Weapons/Guns 


s 








Surface 


s 








Nuclear Propulsion 


s 








Conventional Propulsion 


s 








Radar 


s 








Comm/Nav/Electronics 


s 








Fire Control System 


s 








Weapons/Guns 


s 
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Anfny Depot 


MCLB 


MCLB 






Tobyhanna 


Albany 


Barstow 












Submarine 


S 








Nuclear Propulsion 


S 








Conventional Propulsion 


S 








Radar 


S 








Comm/Nav/Electronics 


S 








Rre Control System 


S 








Weapons/Guns 


S 








Service Craft 


S 








Vehicles 


S 








Armored Vehicles 


S 




X 


X 


Chassis 


S 








Powertrain 


S 








Fire Control System 


S 








Weapon/Gun 


S 








Wheeled Vehicles 


S 




X 


X 


Chassis 


S 








Powertrain 


S 








Weapon/Gun 


S 








Artilleiy 


S 








Towed 


S 








Chassis 


S 


.- - ■ 






Powertrain 


S 








Rre Control System 


S 








Weapon 


S 








SeM-propelled 


s 




X 




Chassis 


s 








Powertrain 


s 








Rre Control System 


s 








Weapon 


s 








Construction Vehicles 


s 








Powertrain 


s 








Chassis 


s 




• 




General 


s 








Powertrain 


s 








Chassis 


s 








Rail 


s 








Communications^Electronio 


s 








Ground 


s 




X 




Satt 


s 






X 


Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 


s 








Torpedos/Mines 


s 








Chemical 


s 








Small Arms 


s 








Conv. munitions 


s 








Metrology 


s 




X 




Automatic Test Equipment 


s 
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APPENDIX G 



ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE A 

1. Overview . Alternative A assumes that each Service will retain its own separate depot 
maintenance operations in accordance witfi DMRD 908. DMRD 908 directs the Services to 
increase interservicing, streamline depot operations, reduce management staffs at all levels, 
increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturingAnanufacturing, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Qosure (BRAC) process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
(DDMC) will provide management oversight. 

2. ("nrpnrate Business Plan . The DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP), FY92-97, October 
1992 (draft) is the source document for the analysis of Alternative A in Chapter IV. 
Savings^rojected savings are presented in this draft plan that describe the joint Service 
strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial base during the remainder of 
the 1990s and beyond. The main focus is on achieving the 6.36 billion dollar savings during 
FY91 through FY97 called for in DMRD 908 and DMRD 908C. The plan details savings 
attributable to both near-and long-term Service actions. Near-term savings are downsizing of 
both the direct and indirect work force at depot installations, closure of facilities, cancellation 
of facility projects, and internal Service workload consolidations. Long-range actions are 
interservicing, competition, and cq)acity utilization. In addition to describing the strategy for 
achieving DMRD 908 savings, this plan also provides the joint Service Depot Maintenance 
Vision Statement of the Future for FY95 and Beyond, (CBP, Appendix A). 

3. Summary. 

a. Cost savings. Table G-1 provides the details of Services' projected savings. 

Table G-1 Service R-ojected Savings FY91-FY97 
($ Millions) 





ARMY 


NAVAIR 


NAVSEA 


AIR FORGE 


MARINES 


Near-term 


339.2 


448.8 


1755.2 


664.4 


0.0 


Intersovicing 


8.9 


52.6 


0.7 


70.0 


2.5 


Competitio& 


138.7 


555.9 


69.8 


943.3 


25.8 


Capacity Utilization 


579.0 


391.5 


282.3 


30.6 


0.4 


Total 


1065.8 


1448.8 


2108.0 


1708.3 


28.6 



G-1 



Alternative A establishes a standaid agaimt which to measnie the other alternatives 
«^ cos, savii.gs. Tlte other alternatives provide cost savings projecuons relative 
to each other only. 

b Capacity Reduction. The CBP faciUty consoUdations maintain the cment^^^ 
deoots otSr than the previously scheduled closings of Sacramento Amiy Depot and 
Sk^STlTal Shipyard, iiter these closings, the DOD capacity uubzatxon rate wm 
be 64 percent, the baseline for all other alternatives. 

c Unnecessary DupUcation. Even after all initiatives of DMRD 908 are complete, 
I' hl^^rir^ec^Ly dupUcation and excess capacity will exist withm each Service as 
:^''::^o^rSe^^ provides for the highest level of unnecessary duplicauon 
of all the alternatives. 
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APPENDIX G 



ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE B 

1. Overview . Alternative B consolidates within Service boundaries. As a result, 
consolidation computations wiU be treated sequentially for each Service, beginning with the 
Army. It should be noted that FY87 capacity figures were used in the analysis of Altematives 
B through F since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility could absorb during workload consolidation. The FY87 
capacity figures were used to determine excess capacity and utilization rates for Army, Air 
Force, and NAVAIR depots. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between FY91 and FY97. Capacity of 
depots earmarked for closure was not considered in this study. 

2. Arniy . 

a. Ci^acity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-2, the six Army depots are projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 16,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 «5)acity of Army depots was 26,700 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
10,200 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, Army 
depot utilization would be 62 percent. The Army has concentrated most technologies 
into "Centers of Excellence" witii the exception of a few specific systems where the 
cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential ovw the 
remaining life of the system. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy 
combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. CCAD performs Army and Air Force 
helicopter depot maintenance. LEAD is responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, 
RRAD for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and 
TOAD for all Army electronics. 
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Table G-2 Comparison of Army Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 
ANAD 
CCAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TEAD 
TOAD 
Total 



FY95 W ORK 
2000 
4400 
2700 
2700 
1100 
3600 
16500 



FY87 CAP ACITY 
4600 
4800 
3800 
4800 
3200 
5500 
26700 




EXCESS^ 
2600 
400 
1100 
2100 
2100 
1900 
10200 



h Potential ConsoUdations. Excess Army depot capacity was reduced by comolidating 
lt!^^^^n^Zl.ti.cly low-tech commodities maintained at four Army depots mto 
three of the above facilities. 

c. Summary. 

m Cost Savings For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B throu^ F, 
il^^tionTtheTor^ of S Amiy depots into five has the potentid to ^hieve 
d^ m^enance cost reductions ranging ftom 142 to 548 «f on d^^^,^ 
through Fy03, as shown in Table G-3. An in-depth smdy of Army mumuons 
depots may yield additional savings through consolidation. 

Table G-3 Alternative B (Aimy) - Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 




FY 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
00 
01 
02 
03 



(27) 
23 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
25 
26 



9 
69 
68 
68 
67 
66 
66 
66 
66 




Mini mum 
(35) 
(62) 
(39) 
(13) 
13 
39 
65 
91 
116 
142 



12 
81 
149 
217 
284 
350 
416 
482 
548 
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(2) . Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of one depot is absorbed by three 
others, projected utilization will increase by 8 percent from 62 percent to 70 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Army is reduced by 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence" for each commodity. 

3. NAVAIR. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-4, the six Naval aviation depots are projected to have a 
workload of 14,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The capacity of these depots in FY87 was 26,400 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
11, 700 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, NAVAIR 
depot utilization would be 56 percent. 

(3) NADEP-PNCLA provides specialized support to Navy and Air Force helicopters. 
The others primarily support fixed-wing aircraft. NADEP-CHYPT primarily supports 
Marine Corps aviation platforms. The Navy maintains two other depots for the depot 
maintenance of Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) electronics. 
These depots are not considered NAVAIR depots but do have a combined projected 
FY95 electronics depot maintenance workload of 1,200 KDLH and FY87 capacity of 
1,100 KDLH- A portion of this work is avionics depot maintenance. 



Table G-4 Comparison of NAVAIR Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


FY87 CAPACITY 


EXCESS 


NADEP-ALMD 


2400 


4800 


2400 


NADEP-CHYPT 


2000 


3000 


1000 


NADEP-JAX 


2200 


3400 


1200 


NADEP-NORVA 


2800 


5800 


3000 


NADEP-NORIS 


2500 


5800 


3300 


NADEP-PNCLA 


2800 


3600 


800 


Total 


14700 


26400 


11700 



b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVAIR depot capacity at six facilities was reduced 
by consolidating the workload at four remaining facilities along the following lines: 



(1) Airframes and Airframe Accessories/Components- 
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(a) NADEP-PNCLA has large fixed faciUties required for helicopter dynanuc 
ccinponents and rotor blades. It is also located in close physical proxumty to high 
priority Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) operational units and is well 
suited to continue to provide Air Force and Navy heUcopter support. 

(b) Tlie fixed-wing airframe and airframe accessories/components workload of 
five depots was consolidated into three depots. 

(2) Engines and engine accessories/components. TJ;e engin^ T^J^'STnvP THYFT 
accessories/components workload of NADEP-ALMD, NADEP-JAX NADEP-CHYPT, 
NADEP-NORVA and NADEP-NORIS was eonsoUdated mto three depots. 

(3) Avionics. The avionics workload of all NAVAIR depots was also corisolidated 
Into three depots. AdditionaUy, the SPAWAR electrom<« depot mamtena^^^^ 
should be reviewed wi& a goal of transferring the aviomcs '^^'f^^^f''^.^'^^ 
NAVAIR depots to the SPAWAR depots, or consoUdating the SPAWAR depot 
maintenance workload at NAVAIR depots. If the latter alternative were consider^, 
S^er SPAWAR consoUdation would be possible. Additional study is required m this 



area. 



Summary. 

(U CostSavincs For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
oLS^<nfthe work of TnAVAIR depots into four has ^e Potentid to ac^^^^ 
d^t maintenance cost reductions ranging from 343 to U47 -^^-^^^^^^^^^ 
^ through FY03, as shown in Table G-5. Consohdation of SPAWAR electromcs 
depots may yield additional savings. 

Table G-S Alternative B (NAVAIR) - Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 



NOT E: Only for comparison with Alternatives B throu; 

Annual 

PY Minimum MaximugL 

94 (159) (40) 

95 (142) (32) 

96 75 227 

97 81 228 

98 82 228 

99 81 228 

00 82 228 

01 81 226 

02 81 227 

03 81 227. 



Total 



343 



1,747 



Cumulative 




Minimum 


Maximum 


(159) 


(40) 


(301) 


(72) 


(226) 


155 


(145) 


383 


(63) 


611 


18 


839 


100 


1,067 


181 


1.293 


262 


1,520 


343 


1,747 
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(2) Capacity Reduction. With work from two depots absorbed by the others, 
projected utilization increases by 25 percent from 56 percent to 81 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVAIR is reduced by 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence." 

NAYSEA. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) A long-term shipyard capacity limitation is its physical limitation expressed in 
drydock-equivalents. A drydock-equivalent is the number of drydocks at a facility 
multiplied by the drydock utilization index for that shipyard. The drydock utilization 
index used is the annual index provided by OPNAV N-431 to JDMAG, which includes 
annual days for ship docking/undocking and drydock maintenance. When the total of 
drydock-equivalents for all Navy shipyards is divided by the number of Navy 
drydocks, a Navy drydock utilization rate results. As shown in Table G-6, the seven 
NAVSEA shipyards are projected by JDMAG to have an average drydock utilization 
rate of 71 percent in FY95. A check of projeaed utilization through FY97 shows this 
rate to be relatively constant as older, maintenance-intensive ships are retired and the 
naval force is restructured. A conservative goal for drydock utilization would be a 
factor of 1.0 or (100 percent), representing one ship-year for each drydock. 
Contingency capacity is available by acknowledging that more than one small ship can 
be docked in each drydock when required. This may reduce schedule flexibility as 
both ships must be docked and undocked at the same time. Floating drydocks 
available at shipyards offer further contingency C2q)acity. Subjective limitations on 
shipyard capacity in addition to the facilities include the skills of the work force, 
complexity of the work, and the maximum concurrent work a shipyard can manage. 
Some of these factors can be overcome in the long-term by expanding work forces and 
management staffs. Because a measure of the limit imposed by these factors over the 
long-term was not available, drydock utilization was the only factor used in this 
analysis. 

(2) Puget Sound and Norfolk are considered essential shipyards for their nuclear 
carrier drydocking capabilities. Because other nuclear capable sites can service 
submarines, they offer a more flexible capability, although much of the projected 
workload reduction is due to the retirement of nuclear powered cruisers and attack 
submarines. Long Beach is not staffed with nuclear capable personnel but has one 
large, modem drydock located near major southern California homeports that is 
capable of docking nuclear carriers. There are three other Navy drydocks not included 
in this analysis (two at Norfolk and one at Pearl Harbor) that are no longer in use. 
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Table G.6 Comparison of NAVSEA FY95 Diydock Utilization Rates 







UTILIZATION 1 


DRYDOCK- 


SHIPYARD 


DRYDOCKS 


INDEX (%) 


EOUIVAI£NTS 


Portsmouth 


3 


20 


0.60 


Noifolk 


4 


28 


1.12 


Charleston 


3 


67 


2.00 


Puget Sound 


6 


156 


9.36 


Mare Island 


4 


58 


2.32 


Long beach 
Pearl HarbOT 


3 


42 


1.26 


3 


56 


1.68 


1 Toud 


26 


71 


18.34 1 



b Potential ConsoUdalions. The utilization rate of 71 percent indicates that almost one of 
every three drydocks is unused, on the average, at aU times. Acknowledgmg the pnonty 
of nuclear capable and carrier capable shipyards on each coast, the work of at least two 
shipyards, one on each coast, was consoUdated into the other five shipyards to improve 
this utilization rate by 21 percent to a projected 92 percent. Excess edacity m the two 
remaining east coast shipyards would stiU remain above 45 percent Further comohdauon 
or reduction of a shipyard cq)abiHty to a Shq) Repair FaciUty could be made if the 
remaining facility is adequate for aU nuclear woric projected. 



c. Summary. 



(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potenti^ to actueve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million doUars from 
FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-7. 
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Table G-7 Alternative B (NAVSEA) Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $MiUion) 



NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 





Amnial 




Cumulative 




FY 


Mnimum 


Maximum 


Minimum 


Maximum 


94 


(350) 


(130) 


(350) 


(130) 


95 


(302) 


(95) 


(652) 


(225) 


96 


174 


386 


(478) 


161 


97 


169 


363 


(309) 


524 


98 


169 


363 


(140) 


887 


99 


168 


363 


28 


1,250 


00 


169 


363 


197 


1.613 


01 


168 


363 


365 


1,976 


02 


169 


362 


534 


2,338 


03 


168 


363 


702 


2,701 


Total 


702 


2,701 







(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected FY95 drydock utilization rate will increase by 21 percent from 
71 percent to 92 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

5. Air Force . 

a. Opacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-8, the six Air Force depots are projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 34,000 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of Air Force depots was 53,100 KDLH, an excess capacity of 
19,100 KDLH over the FY95 workload. Based on this capacity, Air Force depot 
utilization is 64 percent. 

(3) The Air Force has concentrated many technologies into Technical Repair Centers 
(TRC), similar to the Army^s "Centers of Excellence" concept. Nonetheless, many 
redundant sources of repair are retained at other facilities. AGMCs highly accurate 
Type I precision measuring equipment capability, made possible by its geographic 
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location, provides a capability to repair precision inertial navigation systems that does 
not exist elsewhere in DOD. 

Table G-8 Comparison of Air Force Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


OC-ALC 


6800 


OO-ALC 


6300 


SA-ALC 


7200 


SM-ALC 


6000 


WR-ALC 


6600 


AGMC 


1100 


Total 


34000 



FY87 CA PACITY 
12400 
9900 
12900 
8500 
8100 
1300 



EXCESS 
5600 
3600 
5700 
2500 
1500 
200 



53100 



19100 



b. Potential ConsoUdations. The maintenance workload of one ALC was consoUdated at 
the remaining faciUties along the foUowing guidelines: 

(1) Airframes aiid Airframe Accessories/Componen^. ^^^^J^^^?^%. 
accessories/conq)onents depot maintenance conducted at OO-ALC O^-ALC SA-ALC, 
SM-ALC and WR-ALC was consoUdated into four of these five depots. Source ot 
Repair (SOR) responsibiUties for specific aircraft was transferred to depote with excess 
capacity that are currendy SOR for other aircraft of the same or similar size, mission 
and technology. 

(2) Engines and Engine Accessories/Components. Engine accessories/components 
depot maintenance was consoUdated at two depots where engine maint«iance is 
conducted to extend the initiative already undertaken by the Air Force for engmes. 

(3) Avionics and Ground Electronics, eectronics and technologies related to 
maintenance of sensors and communications were consoUdated at one 
maintenance -mC. This required consoUdation of many widely varying technologies 
S^Scrowave, flight^instruments, etc.), in addition to electronics used m several 
environments (air, land, space). 

(4) Instruments and Metrology. These commodities were consoUdated at the one 
small specialized, non-airframe depot. 



G-10 



(5) General Purpose Equipment. Support of Air Force electronic general 
purpose equipment was consolidated at one depot. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consoUdation of the work of six Air Force depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 368 to 1,317 miUion doUais from 
FY94 through FY03, shown in Table G-9. 

Table G-9 Alternative B (Air Force) -- Ffojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 SMiUion) 



NUXc: UDtyiorcoD 


Annual 




Cumulative 




FY 




Maximum 


Minimum 


Maximum 


94 


(164) 


(41) 


(164) 


(41) 


95 


(147) 


(41) 


(311) 


(82) 


96 


127 


230 


(184) 


148 


97 


79 


175 


(105) 


323 


98 


79 


174 


(26) 


497 


99 


79 


174 


53 


671 


00 


78 


161 


131 


832 


01 


80 


162 


211 


994 


02 


78 


162 


289 


1,156 


03 


79 


161 


368 


1,317 


Total 


368 


1,317 







(2) Capacity Reduction. When the work of one large ALC is absorbed by the 
projected excess capacity of the other depots, the utilization will increase by 12 percent 
from 64 percent to 76 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Like Army "Onters of Excellence", the Air Force TRC 
concq)t provides a firamewoik for eliminating diq)lication. Consolidation of six dq>ot 
maintenance activities into five and a concurrent review of workload assignments at 
those five will reduce duplication within the Air Force. 

6. Marine Corps . 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-10, the two Marine Ck)rps depots are projected by JDMAG 
to have a workload of 2,400 KDLH in FY95. 
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(2) The FY87 capacity of Marine Corps depots was over 2,400 KDLH, exactly the 
workload of FY95. No excess capacity results in a computed utilization rate of 100 
percent. 

(3) Both depots have similar, redundant capabiUties, although restrictive environmental 
laws may make one site preferable to the other. MCLBA directly supports the 
Maritime Pre-positioning Force through its Blount Island facility in Jacksonville, 
Florida. 

Table G-10 Comparison of Marine Coips Depots 







FY87 CAPACITY 


EXCESS 1 


MCLBA 


1200 


1100 


None 


MCLBB 


1200 


1300 


100 


1 Total 


2400 


2400 


None 1 



b Potential ConsoUdations. TTie projected post-Operation DESERT STORM wo^oad 
for each Marine Coips depot is 1,700 KDLH in FY93. This demonstrates ^ ability to 
expand cq)ability more than 35 percent above computed c^^city figures Following ^e 
completi^ of Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, the FY96 workload of Ae two 
depote declines to a total of 2,200 KDLH. This figure is 35 PeroMi* SJ^ater than the 
w^oad of FY90, the last year unaffected by Operation DESERT STORM requirements. 
Considering Base Force reductions, this projection of future workload may be hj^ due ^o 
the inclusion of other-than-depot-level maintenance. Taking advantage of the additional 
edacity demonstrated during Operation DESERT STORM reconstimtion, and expanding 
ciacity by transfer of production equipment from one depot to the ote, all projected 
Marine Corps depot maintenance was consoUdated at one "Center of Excellence . 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consoUdation of the work of two Marine Corps depots into one has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 33 to 170 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-11. 
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Table G-11 Alternative B (Marine Corps) -- R-ojected Relative Savings 

(Constant FY93 $MiQion) 



NOTE: Only for comparison witii Alternatives B throagh F 





Annual 




Cumulative 




FY 


Minimum 


Maximum 


Minimum 


Maximum 


94 


(21) 


(7) 


(21) 


(7) 


95 


(18) 


(5) 


(39) 


(12) 


96 


8 


23 


(31) 


11 


97 


10 


23 


(21) 


34 


98 


9 


23 


(12) 


57 


99 


9 


23 


(3) 


80 


00 


9 


23 


6 


103 


01 


10 


22 


16 


125 


02 


8 


22 


24 


147 


03 


9 


23 


33 


170 


Total 


33 


170 







(2) Ci^acity Reduction. If one depot assumes the entire Marine Corps workload of 
2,200 KDLH, excess cq>acity will remain zero. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Marine Corps is 
eliminated by having one "Outer of Excellence." 

7. NAVORD. 

a. Ciqpacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-12, NAVORD has Naval Surface We^ns Centers, 
Naval Underwater Weapons Centers, and Naval Weapons Stations at nine 
separate sites. The nine sites are projected by JDMAG to have a workload of 
4,550 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 depot maintenance capacity of NAVORD facilities was 27,925 KDLH. 
This ci^acity has been significantly reduced by the effects of the transfer of much of 
the ordnance maintenance workload to the Army, reduced requirements for depot 
maintenance on new weq)on systems, and the smaller fleet size. Con:q>utation of 
utilization based on tibis FY87 capacity would yield a utilization rate of 15 percent, an 
inaccurate rqpresentation of cjq)abilities of depots which have been permanently 
downsized. A more accurate reflection of capacity of NAVORD facilities is the 
maximum recent capacity demonstrated since 1^91 and in projections through FY97. 
This capacity is projected to be 5,590 KDLH, 1,330 KDLH over the FY95 woiidoad 
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projection. Based on this capacity, NAVORD depot utilization is 81 percent. 



(3) NSWC LouisviUe supports Navy surface gunnery. NUWC Keyport is the sole site 
for support of the Navy's underwater weapons. NWS Yorktown is the sole site for 
support of Navy mines. NSWC Crane is resident on a Army facility and pnmardy ai 
electronics depot. Depot maintenance woric is a relatively minor function of NAVORD 
faciUties, They primarily perform research, development, intermediate mamtenance, 
and ordnance storage/issue. The equipment used for depot maintenance is a very 
small fraction of NAVORD faciUties, and no cost of consoUdating this equipment was 
included in this analysis. 

Table G-12 Comparison of NAVORD Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


MAX CAPACITY 


EXCESS 


NSWC-IndianHead 


210 


200 


None 


NSWC-Louisville 


1440 


1170 


None 


NUWC-Keyport 


1840 


2600 


760 


NWS-Charleston 


30 


50 


20 


NWS-Concord 


10 


150 


140 


NWS-Earle 


30 


50 


20 


NWS-Seal Beach 


230 


460 


230 


NWS-Yoiktown 


70 


60 


None 


NSWC-Crane 


690 


850 


160 


Total 


4550 


5590 


1330 



b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVORD edacity was used to consolidate the 
ordnance depot workload into three depots along the following lines. 

(1) The NUWC is a unique facility required to support the development, test and 
maintenance of naval underwater weapons. 

(2) One NSWC absorbed the workload of the other two. 

(3) The depot maintenance workload of the five NWS's was consoUdated at one NWS 
with additional support provided by NUWC and the remaining NSWC. 

(4) The ordnance electronics depot maintenance of aU NAVORD depots was 
consoUdated into other depots supporting Navy electronics, NADEP-NORVA and 
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NADEP-NORIS, and the two SPAWAR depots at Portsmouth, VA, and San Diego, 
CA. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consoUdation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-13. 

Table 0-13 Alternative B (NAVORD) -- R-ojected Relative Savings 

(Constant FY93 $Million) 





Annual 




Cumulative 




FY 


MininniTTi 


Maximiun 


Minimum 


Maxiiaum 


94 


(23) 


(5) 


(23) 


(5) 


95 


(18) 


(2) 


(41) 


. (7) 


96 


4 


24 


(37) 


17 


97 


5 


24 


(32) 


41 


98 


6 


24 


(26) 


65 


99 


5 


24 


(21) 


89 


00 


5 


22 


(16) 


111 


01 


6 


22 


(10) 


133 


02 


5 . 


23 


(5) 


156 


03 


6 


22 


1 


178 


Total 


1 


178 







(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

(3) Unnecessary DupUcation. Unnecessary dupUcation within NAVORD is eliminated 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 



8. SffiniffiMT- 

a. Cost Savings. Aggregating the above Service cost reductions, for comparison to 
Alternatives C through F, Alternative B consolidations have the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 1,589 to 6,661 miUion doUars during FY94 
through FY03, as shown in Table G-14. 
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Table G-14 Alternative B (DOD) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $MiUion) 




b Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consoUdations 
recommended under Alternative B rises from 64 percent to 82 percent. 

c Unnecessary DupUcation. Hie "Centers of Excellence" concept reduces or eUminates 
unnecessary dupUcation within each Service, but significant dupUcation wiU exist among 
the Services after the consolidadons recommended in this alternative. 
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APPENDIX G 



ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE C 

1. Overview . 

a. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibiUty for each major type of 
weapon system platform (fixed/rotary wing aircraft, ships/underwater ordnance, ground 
vehicles/equipment, missiles) under an Executive Service. The using Service of each 
wejqwn system retains responsibility for dqpot maintenance of dq>ot-level reparables 
(DLR)/componaits of the wesqwn syst«n platforms. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/con^nent 
conunodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-15. 

Table G-15 Alternative C Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 



COMMODITY 


RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 


Aircraft 




Fixed/Rotary Wing Airframes 


Air Force 


All Aircraft Components/DLRs 


Using Service 


SbipsAJAderwat^Ordnance 




Hulls and All Components 


Navy 


Ground Vehicles/Equipment 




Vehicles HuU/Body/Frame 


Army 


ArtilleryA^ehicles Armament 


Army 


Vehicle Components 


Using SCTvice 


Ground Comm-Electronics 


Using Service 


General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 


Using Service 


Ordnance 


Using Service 


Missiles 




Tactical 


Army 


Strategic 


Air Force 



c. CJ5>acity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Stracture categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 capacities. If an airframe/hull/ 
body/frame commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 
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2. Aircraft 



a. Capacity vs Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-16, feed wing/rotaiy wing a^^^ 

projected by JDMAG to have an airframe workload of 19,700 KDLH in t-YyD. 

(T) nie FY87 capacity of the aviation airframe depots was 29,600 KDLIi a 
caoaS^ excess of 9,^0 KDLH over the FY95 workload projectton. Based on 
S^Sacfrd^ot S^ A. stated above, 

S^^Fo^t^^d be the Executive Service for aU aviation airframe depot 
maintenance while the using Services would retain DLR/component 
"^721 tt.^ depots' Since the total Fy95 ai^^^^^^^ 
workload is projected to exceed the FY87 edacity of the existing Air Force 

aSe work was transferred to appropriate Air Force depots until it 
Si m^^apacity limits. THe remainding workload was left at usmg 
Service depots. 

Table G.16 Comparison of Aviation Depot Airfiame Capacity and Woridoad 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


OC-ALC 


2900 


OO-ALC 


2200 


SA-ALC 


2000 


WR-ALC 


3300 


SM-ALC 


2400 


NADEP-ALMD 


500 


NADEP-CHYPT 


600 


NADEP-JAX 


800 


NADEP-NORVA 


1300 


NADEP-NORIS 


1200 


NADEP-PNCLA 


1200 


CCAD 


1300 


Total 


19700 



FY87 C APACITY 
4400 
4300 
3100 
3700 
3100 
1000 
1400 
1100 
1900 
2400 
1500 
1700 



29600 



EX CESS 
1500 
2100 
1100 
400 
700 
500 
800 
300 
600 
1200 
300 
400 



9900 



b. Pot«itial Consolidations. 

(1) Army No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible since the 
Army requires its only aviation depot for DLR/component repairs. 
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c. 



(2) Navy. To obtain a range of potential savings, three analyses of potential 
consolidations were conducted. They compared consolidation of residual 
airframe work and Navy DLR/component work into: 

(a) two large NADEPs; 

(b) three mid-size NADEPs; and 

(c) four smaU NADEPs. 
Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives Bj through F, 
consoUdation of aviation airframe depot maintenance into all exipting Air Force depots 
to the maximum extent possible, with consoUdation of aircraft E)LR/components within 
depots of the using Service has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions ranging from 351 to 1,511 miUion doUars during FY94 through FY03, as 
shown in Table G-17. The maximum savings were obtained by 
NADEPs into four. 



Table G-17 Alternative C (Aviation) - Pl-ojected Relative 

(Constant FY93 $M) 



consolidating the six 



Savings 



NOTE: Onlv for comparison widi Alternatives B through F 






Anmial 




Cumuli 


itive 


FY 


Miiiiinum 


Maximum 


Minimum 


Maximum 


94 


(197) 


(380) 


(197) 


(380) 


95 


(181) 


(53) 


(378) 


(433) 


96 


88 


248 


(290) 


(185) 


97 


91 


243 


(199) 


58 


98 


92 


242 


(107) 


300 


99 


92 


242 


(15) 


542 


00 


91 


242 


76 


784 


01 


92 


242 


168 


1,026 


02 


91 


243 


259 


1,269 


03 


92 


242 


351 


1,511 


Total 


351 


1,511 







(2) Cj^acity Reduction. Assuming the workload of flie Air Force depots is 
maximized for airframes, CCAD is retained after migrating aviation airframe work, and 
six NADEPs are consolidated into four, the projected total Air Force depot capacity 
utilization will increase from 64 to 76 percent and Navy depot edacity utilization from 
56 to 76 percent. 
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(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Reduced dupUcation in the aircraft airframe commodity 
L eliminated although substantial duplication still remains withm and among the 
Services for depot maintenance of aviation DLRs/components. 

3 cu:^,/tTr.^..^.t.r Weapons . The methodology employed in Alternatives C, D and E 
L^S^S^^BinMAat Alternative B's capacity analysis was based on d^dock 
^Sty v^Xct labor hours as in Alternatives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
S^T^e crncSns. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Alternatives C, D, 
^Ve^^ since they have dierent foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
"^o^es off?r no'potential for consoUdation under any Se^ice other than the current 
using Service--the Navy. A summary of those conclusions follows. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-18, shipyards were projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 50,200 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the shipyards was 75,500 KDLH, a capacity excess of over 
25,300 Zt the FY95 wo^oad projection. Based on this capacity, shipyard 
cj^acity utilization would be 67 percent. 

Table G-18 Comparison of Shipyard Capacity and WoiWoad 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 
Portsmouth 
Philadelphia 
Norfolk 
Charleston 
Puget Sound 
Mare Island 
Long Beach 
Pearl H arbor 
Total 



FY95 WORK 
4000 
4000 
9100 
6400 
12000 
6800 
3600 
4300 
50200 



FY87 C APACITY 
7800 
10200 
14300 
8800 
12600 
8900 
6200 
6700 
75500 



EX CESS 
3800 
6200 
5200 
2400 
600 
2100 
2600 
2400 
25300 



b Potential Consolidations. In addition to the Philadelphia shipyard which wiU be 
cios^ by FY96, the workload at two additional shipyards was consolidated mto the 
remaining five. 
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c. Shipyard Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings- The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of 
seven shipyards into five is the same for Alternatives B, C, D, and E, and has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of from 702 to 2,701 
million doUars from FY94 through FY03. A summary chart of these reductions 
is shown in Table G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction, With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements, 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

d. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates the 
FY95 capacity excess and brings them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into tiiree. 

4. Ground Vehicles/Eouipment. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-19, and as broken down in Table G-15, the depots 
performing ground equipment platform maintenance were projeaed by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 1,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity for ground vehicle/equipment platforms was 2,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
cs^acity, ground vehicle/equipment platform capacity utilization would be 65 percent. 
As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment while the using Services maintain responsibility for vehicle 
DLRs/components. The Army has concentrated most technologies into "Centers of 
Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the cost of moving 
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specialized facilities would exceed die savings potential over die remaining life of die 
systems. ANAD is die sole Army facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and 
all Services' smaU arms. LEAD is responsible for aU Services' tactical nussiles. RRAD 
for Ught combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for 
aU electronics. Marine Corps depots are virtuaUy identical in depot maintenance 
capabUities to provide independent support to operating forces based on geographic 
location. 

Table G-19 Comparison of Ground Vehicles/Equipment (Platfonn) Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


FY87 CAPACITY 


EXCESS 


ANAD 


200 


600 


400 


LEAD 


100 


200 


100 


RRAD 


200 


300 


100 


TOAD 


200 


400 


200 


TEAD 


100 


100 


0 


MCLBA 


500 


500 


0 


MCLBB 


400 


500 


100 


Total 


1700 


2600 


900 



b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Aimy. The five Army ground depots were consoUdated into four. 

(2) Air Force. No Air Force depots were consoUdated due to tiieir support of 
aviation commodities. 

(3) Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, die Marine Corps ^ 
proiected die workload for each of dieir depots to be 1,700 KDLH m FY93. 
This figure exceeds die FY87 capacity by 35 percent. Hierefore, in die case of 
die Marine Corps, die FY93 workload projection figure was used as die basehne 
for depot capacity. Taking advantage of diis additional capacity and widi »e 
migration of 37 percent of die Marine Corps workload to the Army, aU die 
Marine Corps' workload was consoUdated into a single depot. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For die purpose of comparing Alternatives B tiirough F, 
consolidation of land hull/body/fi:ames, and artillery/vehicle armament mto 
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Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 240 to 751 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as shown 
in Table G-20. 

Table G-20 Alternative C (Ground) - IVojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $MiUion) 



NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 





Annual 




Cumulative 




FY 


Minimum 


Maximum 


Minimum 


Maximum 


94 


(62) 


(11) 


(62) 


(11) 


95 


(44) 


4 


(106) 


(7) 


96 


40 


97 


(66) 


90 


■ 97 - 


44 


95 


(22) 


185 


98 


43 


96 


21 - 


281 


99 


44 


95 


65 


376 


00 


44 


94 


109 


470 


01 


44 


93 


153 


563 


02 


43 


94 


196 


657 


03 


44 


94 


240 


751 


Total 


240 


751 







(2) Capacity Reduction. Consolidating the Army ground equipment 
maintenance depots from five to four, the projected capacity utilization will 
increase by 5 percent from 62 percent to 67 percent. Marine Corps capacity 
utilization will drop from 100 percent to 88 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in ground 
vehicle/equipment platfomi maintenance is eliminated although some duplication 
still remains among the Services for depot maintenance of DLRs/components 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical 
missile work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots above, the transfer of this tactical missile 
work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. Cost 
reductions from this transfer were negligible although the consolidation would decrease 
the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at OO-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 
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a Cost Savings. For, the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through -F, Alternative C 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost ^^^uctions ranging 
from 1,294 to 5,141 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as shown m Table G-21. 

Table G-21 Alternative C FY94-FY03-Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 SMillion) 




b Capacity Reduction. The total edacity utilization of DOD depots after the 
consolidations recommended under Alternative C rises from 64 percent to 88 percent. 

c Unnecessary DupUcation. As discussed for each of the commodities above Alternative 
C reduces much of the dupUcation among the Services for maintenance of smular weapon 
system platforms. By requiring each Service to provide its own support for 
DLRs/cOmponents of those platforms. dupUcation among the Services remains for these 
commoditi^. Adoption of the "Centers of ExceUence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the total dupUcation, but total eUminaiion is not possible under this alternative for 
the DLRs/components. 
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APPENDIX G 



ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE D 

1. Overview . 

a. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for depot-level reparables 
(DLRs)/components of w^eapon system platforms along similar technology lines under an 
Executive Service. The using Service of each weapon system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually the 
Service with the largest inventory of the DLR/component. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-22. 

Table G-22 Alternative D Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 



COMMODITY 


RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 


Aircraft 




Fixed/Rotary Wing Airframes 


Using Service 


All Aircraft Components/DLRs 


Air Force 


ShipsAJnderwaterOrdnance 




HuUs and All Components 


Navy 


Ground Vehicles/Equipment 




Vehicles Hull/Body/Frame 


Using Service 


ArtilleryA^ehicles Armament 


Using Service 


Vehicle Components 


Army 


Ground Comm-Electronics 


Army 


General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 


Army 


Ordnance 


Army 


Missiles 




Tactical 


Army 


Strategic 


1 Air Force 



c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-flian-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each conmiodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 capacities. If a DLR/component 
commodity generated less than eight KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 
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2. Aircraft . 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-23. Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aircraft DLR/component workload of 28,900 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) TTie FY87 capacity of the aircraft DLR/component depots was 53,900 a 
capacity excess of 25,500 KDLH over the FY95 woiklo^ui projection. Based on Ais 
capacity depot aircraft DLR/component utilization would be 54 percent. As stated 
"CZ Force would be the Executive Service for all aircraft DLR/component 
depot maintenance while the using Services would retain airframe maintenance m their 
d^!s ^er all aircraft DLR/component work was consoUdated to A- Force dej^s 
theother Service depots were consoUdated to the maxmium extent possible usmg FY87 
capacities. 

Table G-23 Comparison of Depot Aircraft DLR/Component 
Capacity and Woridoad 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


FY87 CAPACITY 


OC-ALC 


3900 


8100 


OO-ALC 


3000 


5500 


SA-ALC 


4400 


9800 


WR-ALC 


3200 


4400 


SM-ALC 


1800 


5500 


NADEP-ALMD 


1900 


3800 


NADEP-CHYPT 


1400 


1600 


NADEP-JAX 


1400 


2300 


NADEP-NORVA 


1400 


4000 


NADEP-NORIS 


1200 


3400 


NAPED-PNCLA 


1700 


2100 


CCAD 


3100 


3400 


LEAD 


200 


None 


RRAD 


100 


None 


TOAD 


200 


None 


Totals 


28900 


53900 



EXCESS 
4200 
2500 
5400 
1200 
3700 
1900 
200 
900 
2600 
2200 
400 
300 
None 
None 
None 
25500 
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b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Anny. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible as the 
Army required its sole source of airframe repair. 

(2) Navy. The work of six NADEPs was consolidated into three for airframe repair, 
and one other NADEP, performing only helicopter maintenance. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aircraft DLR/component depot maintenance into existing Air Force 
depots and consolidation of the airframe commodity within depots of the using Service 
has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 420 
miUion dollars to 3,641 million doUars during FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table 
G-24. 

Table G-24 Alternative D (Aviatton) -- Pfojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 SMilUon) 



MnTB. nniv fnrrnmnarison with Alternatives BthiouebF 




Anaual 




Cumulative 




FY 




MannHun 


Mimmum 


Maximam 


94 


(318) 


(63) 


(318) 


(63) 


95 


(291) 


(35) 


(609) 


(98) 


96 


128 


497 


(481) 


399 


97 


129 


464 


(352) 


863 


98 


129 


464 


(223) 


1,327 


99 


128 


463 


(95) 


1,790 


00 


129 


463 


34 


2,253 


01 


129 


463 


163 


2,716 


02 


128 


462 


291 


3,178 


03 


129 


463 


420 


3,641 


Total 


420 


3,641 







(2) Capacity Reduction. The fixed-wing airfiame workload of six NADEPs was 
consolidated into three. The projected aviation depot aircraft DLR/component capacity 
utilization rate increased by 8 percent from 54 percent to 62 percent. Total Navy 
aviation depot capacity utilization increased from 56 to 82 percent and Air Force depot 
capacity utilization will increase from 64 to 80 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the aircraft DLR/component 
commodities is reduced although substantial duplication still r«nains within and among 
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the Services for depot maintenance of airframes. 
3 c».;nff^iT»^ y.^.f.r Weapons . The methodology employed in Alternatives C, D, and E 
differs from Alternative B in that Altemative B's capacity analysis was based upon drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Alternatives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Altemative B and Altematives C, D, 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consoUdation under any Service other than the current 
using Service-the Navy. A summary of those conclusions foUows. 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. 

(1) Cost Savings. TTie savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of seven 
shipyards into five is the same for Altematives B. C, D, and E, and has the potential to 
acWeve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. A summary of these cost reductions is shown m Table 
G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate wiU increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary DupUcation. Unnecessary dupUcation within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consoUdation is pursued foUowmg 
consoUdation of shq)yards. 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Altematives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 nuUion doUars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) edacity Reduction. This consoUdation of nine depots into three eUminates FY95 
capacity excess, bringing them to 100 percent capacity utiUzation. 

(3) Unnecessary DupUcation. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consoUdation of nine depots into diree. 

4. f^ffynri Vehirl«'*i/F.nnipment. 
a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-25, ground vehicle/equipment DLR/components depots were 
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projected by JDMAG to have workload of 15,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehicle/equipment DLR/components depots was 
26,900 KDLH, a capacity excess of 11,500 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. 
Based on this capacity, ground vehicle/equipment depot utilization would be 58 
percent. As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all vehicle and 
equipment DLRs/components. Army depots would also assume Executive Service 
responsibiUties for general purpose equipment and ordnance whUe the using Service 
would retain depot maintenance of vehicle hull/body/frame. The Army has 
concentrated most technologies into "Centers of ExceUence" with the exception of a 
few specific systems where the cost of moving specialized faciUties would exceed the 
savings potential over the remaining life of the systems. Anniston is the sole Aimy 
facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and all Services* small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services* tactical missiles, RRAD for Ught combat vehicles and 
artiUery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. 

Table G-25 Comparison for Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
(DLR/ Components) Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



DEPOT 


FY95 WORK 


FY87 CAPACITY 


EXCESS 


ANAD 


1700 


4000 


2300 




LEAD 


2400 


3600 


1200 




RRAD 


2500 


4500 


2000 




TOAD 


3200 


5100 


1900 




TEAD 


1000 


3100 


2100 




MCLBA 


700 


600 


None 




MCLBB 


800 


900 


100 




OO-ALC 


500 


500 


None 




SA-ALC 


800 


1700 


900 




SM-ALC 


1800 


2800 


1000 




WR-ALC 


100 


100 


None 




Total 


15500 


26900 


11500 



b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Army. The workload of the five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 
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m Air Force Althoueh ground conutranications-electronics and general purpose 
^ui^eS^S c^SJa. Am-y depots, no Air Force depo. could be consoUda.ed 
due to their support of aviation conunodities. 

(3) Marine Corps As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Cojs has Projected the 
(3) jvianne v^oipa. ^ FYQ3 This figure exceeds the 

workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH '"/^J^^ J.^^ ' ^ ^^^^ 

into a single dqwt. 

Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

(U Cost Savings For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consoUra^onTlanrv^^^ ground communicatxons-electromcs 

^th^or ^^^^^ " ' 

shown in Table G-26. 

Table G-26 Alternative D (Ground) - Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 




FY 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
00 
01 
02 

03_ 

Total 



Mi nimum 
(182) 
(154) 
81 
89 
88 
89 
89 
89 
89 

88_ 

366 



Miu dmum 
(58) 
(41) 
222 
221 
220 
220 
211 
211 
211 
211 
1,628 



Mi nimum 
(182) 
(336) 
(255) 
(166) 
(78) 
11 
100 
189 
278 
366 



Ma ximum 
(58) 
(99) 
123 
344 
564 
784 
995 
1,206 
1,417 
1,628 



m Caoacitv Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Army depots are consolidated 
from five S fo™^o Marine Cotps depots are consoUdated into one, the P-jected 
^omid liSy depot utilization will increase by five percent from 82 percent to 87 
^^t.^ce I work remaining at the one Marine Corps depot was a smaU portion 
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of their bveraU- workload requirement, the; MwrnevCorps depot util^ 

100 percent to* 53 percoit. i* t-: i ; . . : ;^ . : r 



(3) Unriec«sary'DupUcation. Unnecessary^dupUcation in,^^^^^^^^^ 

veWde/eqaqxmart'cbiiflnodity is reduced idthough some f^^^a 
among the^Services for depot maintenance of <»mmoditi«» wnmon to land y^ctes 

and artilleryr-^'^W-'">-w^-^^J'^ v,yqs^a*>- viA:;^?-^.^ 1> vr.t .o? 

5. Missiles. ■ ■-■ ■\ , .:■ 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing idtiatives have consoUdated much of tactical missile 
woric at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consoUdation into three NAVORD depots disclosed in sub paragrq>h 3,b., above, the , - 
transfer of this taoical missile work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of 
NAVORD dfepott.^v- Cost redactions £rom?;this. ttthsfer w^ 

consolidation would decrease the unit costs for tactical missfle naaintcnance. 

b. Strategic iiissiies- This^^c^^ ^® 
at OO-ALC andno cost reductions were found. § > 



a. Cost Savings; For the purpoM b^-c^^ 

consolidations have the potential to achieve depot inaintenance cost reductions ranging 
ftom 1,490 to 8,148 milUon dollars during FY94 through FYO 

Table G-27 Alternative D FY94-FY03-n-ojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 SMiUion) 

NOTE; Onlv for compariswi with Alternatives BthiDU^F_ 



FY 



Anooal 

Minimum Maximum 



Cumulative 




Minimum 


Maximum 


(872) 


(256) 


(1,638) 


(430) 


(1,251) 


700 


(859) 


1,772 


(467) 


2,843 


(76) 


3,913 


315 


4,972 


707 


6,031 


1,098 


7,089 


1,490 


8,148 



94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
00 
01 
02 

Total 



(872) 
(766) 
387 
392 
392 
391 
391 
392 
391 
392 

1,490 



(256) 
(174) 
1,130 
1,072 
1,071 
1.070 
1,059 
1,059 
1,058 
1.059 

8,148 
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b Caoacity Reduction. Uie total utilizatioo of DOD depots after the coiisolidatiom 
L^S^ ^ier Altemative D rises by 23 percem ftom 64 percent to 87 perc«^ 

c Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the coinmodities above /^te^ 
D reSSudiSie diq,Ucation among the Services for maintenance of sinular we^ 
^Ix DLR/co^ponenfe. By requiring each Service to provide ^ts own ^rt 
for S hSvbody/frame of sLiilar we^n system platforms, duphcation among the 
Serv^L ^^Aese commoditiX Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence concept 
by every Service will help reduce the dupUcation. ; 

: . -'V.^ , v J? \. --V---:^! 
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APPENDIX G 
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE E 

I' o^ i^^y^^ ^^^^^ aoi^^. .«£.-i^-^ 






- '^^^ ^^RESPONSIBLE SERVICEw | 






'•'■^'"^ Aiitomotiver"'-,v- ^ , -^^^^^ ■ \ ■ .r. ..:-u2r^: 
' ConstnK^don Equipmeiit^- . vA- 
Ground Goo(imunication and Electronics 
^ vOidnance^Weapcx^ ■ 
- General Pinpose Equiinmim 


'■ ■". • ■ f -■ ■ 'Anny ■ "^■'u-'.-Z^'-'''^^'- 
4 . • Anny • v . . |^ ■. , 
. . . Anny-A^'^Kv/^?^^ '^"':f ■ 
Anny 

] Annyu^^fi^.ua-^ •.|.;. 
• Anny*"'- .^'.y^ fj'-v 


Ships' ' I' ■ , ^- ^ 

- ItederwaterlOrdnanoeJ! ' - 


* Navy ^ - I 



c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities^ 
in detail for other-than-aviation. iriaintenance.. , FY91 ^ distributed by Work 

Breakdown Structure categories in E)OD. 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workloii ■ 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 ci5)acities. If a DLR/component 
commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
considered. 
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2. AiE£ia£t- 



a. Capacity vs. Woridoad 

m The FY87 capacity of ^^t^^^ 

Force would be the Executive Service for aU aviation dqwt "^^^-^rf g^j^^ 

aircraft hangars^^TTeclmolpgyl^epair >r>^"^'^ 

and CHYPT'rottOy wing facilities. .. . ^ ,gi*iaii;»-fa<;i '^¥|a!laslsl^:S^>•:..w^^^^^^^ :.>>.-^r 




DEPOT 

"OC-ALC 
OO-ALG 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NADEP-PNOLA 
CCAP « '^^^ 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 



Table G 29 qomparison of Pejwt Av^tfo" 
Capacity and Woridoad 

^ -;;?i;Crhousands of Direct Labor Hours) 



FY95 WORK 
6800 
5100 
6400 
6500 
4200 
2400 
2000 
2200 
2800 
2400 
2800 
3100 
200 
100 
200 



_8000 
11200 
8000 
6000 
4800 
3000 
3400 
5800 
5800 
3600 
3400 
None 
None 
None 




E XCESS 
5600 
2900^.. 
4800 
1500 
1800 
2400 
1000 
1200 
3000 
3400 
800 
300 
None 
None 
None 



G-34 



bi Potential^'iBDt^^ from 
large depots' mt&^^^^ small dq)ots, and 

consolidation of all small depots into the large depots. The analysis concluded that 
' ■ ' cohsbUdaiicM^t^^^^^ small depots and qne large ^cppt ^wa^^ 

This consolidation took advantage of the Technology Repair Center (IRC^)^^ 
larger dqK)tsy2u^^ c^abilities of three smaller depots. The consoUdatio^^ 




and dyna^^ 

Seryioe^foina^ ^ 




(1) die imipose bf^^^^^ ; 




'e^annual^.C' ^^>v>; 




\. u Table G^^ Altematiye E (Aviation) -- IVojected Relatiye Savings 

/vrD.^^n^t«r^«^^ 





■:V-;v:.;;-.-,, /:-;/ ,. Annual- ■ 










■'^ * • IMinfmntH 


Maximiuii . 


- KdGuuinniii 


Maxuntun • 




-(5i2)- ■■ --s 54J- 




■P^: .fe-i?:,(51.2)-; 




95 


^^^^ 


(135) 


(1,005) . 




96 


258 


699 


(747) 


-421 




:^^^^^.'C^?h221-:- ,fic||« 




■ ■ 7^5rfe|526).., 


1,041 


98 


220 


f . 619- 


"■:(3!56).': 


1,660 


99 


220 


619 


(86) 


2,279 


00 


215 


605 


129 


2.884 


01 


216 


605 


y.--^:^.ii;:,^5.,,.,. 


3,489 ^ 


02 


215 


606 


560 


4,095 


03 


216 


605 


776 


4,700 


Total 


776 


4,700 
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(2) edacity Reduction/ Assuming the workload of fom^ 
coLolMated. the projected utilization wm inCT^^^^ 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. DupUcation in the aviation commodities is significantiy 
• ■■■'rwiu<»d: " ' •■ . ■ 

% c».:^/ iT,I^!^rW«.aDons ^ The "analysis of ships/underwater wc^ns for this 
L^^~^S^at of Alternatives C and D as ship and^underwater weapons 
^^^Ses^e^^o potential for consoUdatio^^ 

usiini SerViosV^e Navy. A summary of those condnsions is as foUo^. . . 

a^ NAVSEA Shipyards. . . * 

(D Savings: For the purpose of coiiq>aring Altematives^g^titt^u^J, , 

^^nsdS^StheworkofXishwards^^^^ 4 
^St^ce^cost reductions ranging from 7 

FY94 through^FYOS. . 

(2^ dai^ Riiic^ With tiie work of two shipyards ^^-^ ^ 5??^ n. , . 
fecih^^pSected FY95 utilization rate will increase ftom 67 to 100 percent based 
on direct' labor hour workload requirements, . u. t . i 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

Cost Savines. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
^clSj^r^fthe depot mSnance work of nm^^^^ 
. the potential to acMeve depot mainteiwnce cost reducuo^^^^^^^ 

from FY94 through FY03. ^ 



dapacity excess. 

(3) Umiecessary Duplication. Unnecessary dupUcation within NAVORD is reduced 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

4. Q^„nrf Vehicles/RauiDment 
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a:'" Capacity Vs^Wol^loiad.--'?-^^^ ■vfc'v^--:- :,-Ji .h,:>7.? .... . •■ 

(1) As shown in Table G-31, ground vehicle/equq>ment dqwts were projeaed by 
JDMAG to have workload of 17,300 KDLH in FY95. , , , . 

(2) The^FYS7(capaiafy Of the gn)undjyehkl^ 

■ ;|^c«^^ tins 
^^acf^^^ii^i^le/ieq^^ 

.;m Tabl^^2^#i^ii^pWQiMfbe3tiie,^^^ for'all. ground vehicles and 

equipmenta^Ai^ fbr^^ ^ v 



artmeiy,^TEAD f^^^ niil^and gDpAD for all electronics... Marine Coips- ; t i 



.if: '; 



■ DEPOT- 


} FY95WORK,Av, 


FY87 CAPACITY 


EXCESS 1/ 


















' TOAD v;v'<''' 




a:>ti^-V:T5500':\;J:;-r^ 
.■/■;;^4M^;?3200'':>>:'^::' 


. . . 2100. J ; 

2166; rp^l 

*V.r^^il;.•;:2loa4g> 


MCLBA ^^^^^ ' 






■ V- None -i 


MGLBB I 


1200 ' 


1400 


„ . 200' , 


qp-ALC 


■■• ■■^oo-^.:m.. 


:-^.~;a^;^....j5:00.;.._.,«;^v 


None.-f:"V 
. 906"? : ■ 


SA-AtC' 


- ■.---.■.■-..■:r^.,gOQ.,..,-.^fe.':, 


.:-.>..,-^.^-... ..-1700. 


SM-ALC 


1800 


2800 


1000 


WR-ALC 


100 


100 


None 




. fa .«O300ty>T 




.12300 


'"^V^'^'v. '.•»..■■*»--'• .'W.ijiV' 

















b- Potential ©Misk^^ 

(1) Anny. The work of five Anny dqpots were consoUdated into four. 

(2) Air Force. Ground conmiunications-electronics and general puipose equq)ment 
depot maintenance was consolidated at Army depots. Since this work was conducted 
at the same dqpot which was consolidated under aviation, no further depots were 
consolidated. 
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(3) Marine Corps. The work of two depots was consolidated into the Army depots to 
take advantage of the "Centers of ExceUence" concept. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

m Cost Savings For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
^LoU^^TlanrvehiclLT^ communications-electronics, and general purpose 
:^^^"to Army depots has the potential to achieve depot "T^- 
Actions from 281 th 1,600 million doUars durmg F^94 ^^^^^^J^l_^^ 
cumulative amiual distribution of these potential leducuons is shown m Table G 32. 
ZcZ the break even point for the low savings e;«reme occurs after seven years. 

Table G.32 Alternative E (Ground Vehicles/Equipment) - ftojected Relative Savings 

(Constant FY93 $Million) 



y,rv rB. r>«iv for comparison wit h Alternatives B thnmgh F 

Annual 



FY 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
00 
01 
02 
03 



Mi nimum 
(201) 
(162) 
74 
81 
81 
82 
82 
80 
82 
82 



Max imnm 
(68) 
(40) 
221 
218 
217 
218 
209 
208 
208 
209 




Cumulative 




Minimum 


Maximom 


(201) 


(68) 


(363) 


(108) 


(289) 


113 


(208) 


331 


(127) 


548 


(45) 


766 


37 


975 


117 


1,183 


199 


1,391 


281 


1.600 



<2) Caoacte Redaction. Assuming the workload of five Amy dqwts is consolM^ 
Z^Z^o Marine Cotps depots are consolidated i«o .!« Anny, the pn.,ected 
utilization will increase from 58 to 92 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary DupUcation. Unnecessary dupUcation in the ground 
vehicle/equipment commodity is eliminated. 

MiSS!i£&- 

a. Tactical MissUes. Ongotag initiatWes have consolidated ™A .rf 

toikaLEAD Some Navy wodi remains outstanding at NAVORD depoB. After the 

:^^^tato Le nZvORD depots, the transfer of this tactical mtssie work to 
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LEAD would not permit farther consolidation of NAVORD depots. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated within the Air 
Force at OO-ALC. 

6. Metrology. 

a. edacity vs Workload, The Air Force lab is at 
AGMC, the Navy lab is being consolidated at NADEP-NORIS, and the Araiy lab is at 
Redstone Arsenal, AL. iSpecific capacity and workload statistics were not available for all 
locations. • - , 

b. Potential Consolidations. A 29 January 1991, JLC/DDMC report titled "A Study of the 
Services' Primary Standards Laboratories for the Joint Logistics Commanders and the n 
Defense Depot Maintenance Councit\ was reviewed to obtain costs for consolidation 
analyses. The most cost effective consolidation was to establish the Air Force as the ^ 
Executive Service and consolidate metrology support at AGMC 



c. Metrology Summary. " * " -■'"-'^'^-^'"'---^^ 

(1) Cost Savings. After a consolidation cost of 8 million dollars, annual savings of 
1.54 million dollars would begin accruing in the sixth year, Cummulative savings 

^^thjxmgh^FY(B^are^8:mill^ doUto^.,,c^i4^ilij^ hm^vtiM^^^H ■ ^-.-^ 

(2) Capacity Reduction. AGMC metrology capacity would be expanded during 
- ^ consolidation;! Ihe facility would, operate very dose to 100 percent edacity. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. All unnecessary metrology duplication within and 
among the Services would be eliminated. 

7. SmfM^ary. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Altemative E 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
firom 1,761 to 9,180 million dollars during FY94 through FY03 as shown in table G-33. 
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Table G.33 Alternative E FY94.FY03 - lYojected Relative Savings 

(Constant FY93 SMiUion) 



NOTE: Only for comparison with Alte rnatives B tfirou: 

Annual 

Minimum Maximum 

(1,085) (346) 

(976) (272) 

510 1.330 

476 1.225 

476 1.223 

476 1.225 

472 UOO 

469 1.197 

472 1.200 

471 1.198 



FY 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
00 
01 
02 
03 



Total 



1,761 



9.180 



Cumulative 



Mi"i"'"w 


Maamum 


a.085) 


(346) 


(2,061) 


(618) 


(1.551) 


712 


(1.075) 


1.937 


(599) 


3,160 


(123) 


4385 


349 


5485 


818 


. 6,782 


1,290 


7.982 


1.761 


9,180 . 



b edacity Reduction. Hie total utilization of DOD depots^after the consoUdations 
lecoi^ended under Alternative E rises from 61 percent to 95 percent. 

c Unnecessary DupUcation. As discussed for each of tiie conunodities abave^^^ 

E reT^ vSydl duplication among the Services for mamtenance of smular weapon 

system platforms and DLR/components. 



G-40 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE F 

• t" lutt.c . • • •■• '. ., .. .-. . .• ..... , "' ■ •■ •• 

1. Overview. Alternative F considers the creation of a singple inaiaager to control all dqpot^ 
maintenance wi^tto DOD. Two differmt and distinct options are examined. One is a 
Defense Maintqoanoe^.A^ other is ia Joint Depot 
Maim«aanoe^Cic»Danu^^^ (JDI4C), a unified cpmmand,Tr^rtihg to the Natibhal Cdinmaad 
Authority (NCA) tfuough th^^ betweeai Altemaidvc E and' 
Altematives F(DMA) and F(JDMC) is who is in charg<!: "in Altei^ are three 
separate Service Executives in charge of depot niaintenance. In Alternative F(DMA), there is 
a central agency is charge of all depot activitiesr In "Alternativib F(JDMC), there is a unified 
conmiander m diarge of,four,;s«^ componoiis.. It is assumed for the puipose of 
this analysis that both <^fi^ i^a Alternative F w^^ 

elimiiiation of (k^lu^on t^ Alternative E. Therefore, the analysis developed 

for Alternative E is aiso'ijjpiied'toi^th i^tio^^^^ m'jpioij . wir^i o 

2. EMA, ADMA involves tlie!iai:eat^on^^^r^^^^ ^Sii^^^ S l|e^S^ ovk the 
existing depot maintenance system witti'M reslibiisibiiity 

and operate the depot maintenance effort EMDD-wide. A DMA implies removing the 
responsibility for depot maintenance from the ier^ a central 

autirotity: Basically, the Services would purdiase depot level maintenance firom the DMA. A 
DMAwoidd: . ^ 

a Directly own, control, and operate f^licable dqpot level maintaiance facilities, other 
than dieater assigned depot assets. 

b. Be responsible for consolidations, competitiQn initiatives, woddoad assignments, cj^ital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as sqppropriate, 
to maximize the efficioicy of the depot systein. 

c. Woik to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Negotiate with Ae Services on time schedules and costs. 

e. &isure adequate depot opacity for peacetime and surge requiremoits. 

f. Submit and defend depot budget requirements. The Services would control the funds 
authorized for depot level maintenance. 

g. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 
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3 JDMC A JDMC would be the central authority for depot maintenance with fuU 
responsibility and authority to change, manage, and operate the depot maintenance effort. In 
this case, however, the Services would have a fully participating role through then: Seivice 
components, including ownership and operation of those depots Aat remain active after 
consoUdation decisions are made by the Joint Commander. A JDMC would: 

a. Be responsible for consoUdations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. The ownership and day-to-day control of 
the individual depot faciUties would remain with the ^ropnate Services. 

b. Negotiate time standards and costs with the users. 

c. Woric'to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Ensure iiwijate depot edacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

e. Coordinate consoUdated submission of depot budget requirem«its. Tlie Services would 
control the funds authorized for depot level maintenance. 

f. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 
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APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE G 

1. Overview. Alternative G considers contracting the entke depot mainte^ 
private industry either through industry facilities or govemment-owned/contractor-operated^ 
(GOCO) facilities. Depot maintenance management and contract coordination would be 
provided by a new OfiSbJewrorgaiiizatidn or Service organizations. In either case, the 
contracting agency would: ^ ^ i^^^vJi^^ ^ , , 

Assess contractor 43p4>^^^ bdfere atwarding a contfiad^^C: T| : | 
7. ^1^- Provide pricing aiwi^ -^.z /:{ 

'"^c Su|)p<nt soiu:ce 8e^^ I 
^ d. Manage tite cont^ 

Piovide tecfiniM^l^pf^ 7>..\W/s- " ' r;m':;sD ^f&S^-O ■ ■ - ^rvJ^: ^ . l-'v 

f. Accept the contractdiPs work and assure pi^rmenti ^ ^ ?;'tr;^7fico?, -^f l 

2^ Effect OP CompetitiArt^^t^^ th^ prinrijpSit Str^^ of DMRD 908. | 

Public-private and public-public con^titio^ improves efficiehcy ^^^^^ overhead post 

reduction and improved productivity. w 

Competitidn J^^ Resdts?^ response to the^^ F^ 

^■jfor a competitkm pilot'ittbg^ desbnisll iii OuptCT E,^ e^ selecte^fe r 

" depot maintenance wodc to conq)etition. Some competition involved private bidders, ais 
, ,^ell as putiic bid^ Service. Of the 18 woridoads awarded with an 

a^^ organic depots won 14 awards. Table G-34 displays 

the results of PY$I ciraapetitioh, including p^rojett savings resid tiie awaidsl In 

FY92, of fourteen woddoads awarded, organic dqpots won eight. The projected savings 
from competition for FY91 through EY97 are 22.76 million dollars. 

b. Conq)etition Without Public Depots. The public-private pilot program demonstrated 
that organic^^epots are competitive with private industry and probably provide an incentive 
for private industry to improve efficiency and submit conipetitive bids. This alternative 
eliiniiiates prgaiiic public depots and leaves oiriy priy^e-private competition* Without the 
coiiq)etition of the4q)ots to drive industry to cut costs commercialized maintenance would 
probably result , in much lower savings dian those noting from public-private savings 
realized in FY91. The competitive enviroiunent that produces savings today could evolve 
into a sole-source environment with significandy greater costs. 
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Table G-34 Depot Maintenance Competition FY91 Pilot IVogram Results 



SCTvice 



Woikload 



Aimy 



Air Force 



MaiineCoips 



T63-700 Engine 

PATRIOT Launch Station 

M113Engme 

M44 l-l^'Ton Engine 

MBLVANs 

AN/TPQ-36/37 . 

RT-524 



G-5615 Gearbox 
F-16 Software IV&V 
TF33 Vanes & Shrouds 
AN/TRC-97A 
AN/ARC-186-UHF 



N©23 5-Ton Track 
AN/TPB-ID 



Previous 


Award 


FY01 -Q7 


Work Site 


Winner 




CCAD 


CCAD 


3.13 


LEAD 


LEAD 


-0,09 


RRAD 


Detroit Liiesei 




TEAD 




036 


ANAD 


Genco 


10 03 


SAAD 


SAAD 


J) 3R 


TOAD 


TOAD 








4.90 


SA-ALC 


oianQarci aciq 


640 


OO-ALC 


Logicon 




Contract 


Chromailoy 


1.30 


SM-ALC 


SM-ALC 


0.7O 


WR-ALC 


WR-ALC 


1.70 






10.80 


MCLBB 


TEAD 


6.89 


MCLBA 


Loral 


0.17 






7.06 




DODTotal 22J6 



Source: DDMC CBP (FY92-97) 

3. r-rr^ ^f r-nnH,.Mr Maintenance . This alternative wiU create several new limitations that 
are discussed in the following subparagraphs. 

a. Old Technology Maintenance. Service depots maintain many weqwn systems built 
with older technology. Such systems often require reverse engineering to produce parts no 
longer available from commercial vendors. This situation will become even more 
prevalent as lower defense procurement budgets necessitate extendmg weapon sj^tem Me 
cycles. Work on older systems is often too small in volume or too difficult to be 
attractive to private industry. It is also very difficult to predict the scope and details of 
woric required on older systems before the actoal effort is begun, thereby resulting m 
costly, non-competitive contract revisions. After the attractive f ^^^^f*? P'*'^** T.?^^^ ^„ 
awarL to priv^e industry, the Services can be expected to be left with essentia woA on 
older weapon systems that has traditionally been performed by the organic depots. For 
this reason, some GOCO faciUties on cost-plus contracts wiU probably be essential. 
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b. Capacity Expansion. Commercial industries can be expected to size their capacity to 
peacetime requirements. It would be expensive to maintain excess edacity for short-term 
surges in output which are critical to meeting military contingencies. 

c. We^n System Management. Unliniited competition would substantially complicate 
weapon system management. Instead of dealing with one or a small number of military 
commands for depot maintenance of a weapon system platform, a manager may have to 
balance the efforts of a large number of contractors throughout the country, each of which 
has been awarded the maintenance of components of the platform. 

d. Exposure to Ui:5)lanned Interruptions. Service depots are seldom, if ever, esix>sed 
to work stoppages caused by problems with labor, such as strikes or job actions. They 
are also virtually inamune to baidcruptcies and corporate reorganizations which can 
bring output of private industry to a complete and unexpected halt. At mos^^ 

depots c^qxbrience tfiese problems when their vendor suppUers have^m 
interruptions^ The depots countw these temporary delays with alternate sources of 
supplies or internal reconfigurations to produce components organically. Complete 
contractor dc^t niaintenance exposes the entire maintenance function to these 
problexm whidi can interrupt output for long periods and severely degrade readiness 
and warfighting abilities in a very short order. 

e. Contract Flexibility. Service depots experience frequent changes to programmed output 
' and system niai^ Modifications to contracte to support pro 

changes could be cosdy and time consuming. 

4. ■ Sammairy . ' • • • •• v-v:---V , ; 

a. Cost Savings. Cost savings for Altemative G were not computed. The cost savings 
from competition using the current system of public-private competition are highly 
variable depending on the source used. Eliminating the public element from competition 
will result in even greater variability which is not predictable. Contract maintenance may 
yield initial cost savings, but acmally become more expensive as duplicate capabilities are 
discontinued and contracts tend to become sole-source. No dollar comparison of 
Altemative G can be made relative to Alternatives B thru F. 

b. Cq>acity Reduction. Since all Service depots are closed or become GOCO, any 
unnecessary capacity within the Services is eliminated. Service cs^acity will be zero. 

c. Duplication. As with capacity reduction, all Service dq)Ots are eliminated along with 
all duplication. 
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i-Ki:b<:j%'^m4ht ■". ■^^'■•^ / r'■"^:■■ 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

-ii^^aCs B'^^^fmi-M S^::^rj:mus^v '^>rmm^-^M m^V--:i "l^i^- v";:/^::>;.:>^-^r:::;;-"" 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE STUDY GROUP 

SUBJECT: Arrny's Input to the JCS Depot Maintenance 
Study--Inf ormation Memorandum 

1. This is in response to your request that each service 
evaluate the seven alternatives proposed to achieve even greater 
depot maintenance efficiencies and prepare an issue paper on the 
role of Army depots at reduced service levels (Tabs A & B) . 

2. As you well know, we submitted an alternative to the study 
group, which in essence provides for single service management of 
a' weapon system, all its components, and depot level reparables. 
We think this alternative creates a logical management strategy 
and supports the system management approach to depot maintenance. 
It also maximizes cost savings while maintaining responsiveness 
to contingency requirements, peacetime readiness, sustainment and 
reconstitution- of our forces. 

3. We are looking forward to the outcome of your study. 

2 End LEON E. SALOMON 

Lieutenant General, GS 
Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Logistics 

CF: 

AMCCG 

DAMO-ZA 

ASA (I,L&E) 

DALO-PLZ-A 

JCS (J4) 
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APPENDIX H 



ARMY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 



Effectiveness: What are flie impacts of this alternative on tiie militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services* maintentenance process? 

PRO- Proven capability to support life cycle management of materiel, peacetime readiness, 
sustainment and reconstitution of redeployed forces. Fully integrated ^>proach to integrated 
logistics system support (ILS) management to include requirements, specifications and 
configuration control being centralized under a single materiel manager. Integrated witii all 
aspects of the Army's logistics stracture. Depot maintenance is a vital element of the Army s 
maintenance poUcy and doctrine, facilitating coordination between requirements, development, 
engineering maintenance and financial management for improving/upgrading equipment 
which wiU be increasingly important in the future budgetary environment. Facilitates program 
execution with work specifications, production standards and depots centralized under a 
single industrial manager, Depot Systems Command, where end items and depot levd^ 
reparables are rebuilt/remanuf actured/ modified at Centers of Technical Excellence (CTX) 
providing a integrated weapon systems approach to maintenance. 

CON- Does not allow for maximum technology transfer between services, adoption of best 
industrial processes across DOD or attain best depot maintenance costs for end items and 
DLRs. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by tiiis alternative? 

It is reasonable to expect some savings can be made without jeopardizing peacetime readiness, 
sustainment and reconstitotion which are three critical factors in the depot mamtenance 
miUtary effectiveness equation. It is essential those factors be weighed carefuUy against any 
cost savings that will clearly reduce miUtary effectiveness in evaluating every alternative. 

Efficiencies: Maintenance Council (DDMC) and Army Management Review Decisions 
(AMRD) have initiated a wide range of actions to improve efficiency of depot maintenance 
and are producing positive results. It is recognized additional actions can be taken to farther 
reduce costs, excess capacity and dupUcation under this alternative; however, it wiU not 
achieve maximum savings potential without degrading military effectiveness. 
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Alternative B Tndividnal Service Management (Consolidation iato "Centers glEx£dl 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

FRO: Best alternative in terms of readiness, sustainment, reconstitution and cost savings. 
Depot maintenance cost for end items and DLRs would decline without the negative impacts 
of other alternatives. Avoids system and depot management problems of splitting 
management of end items and DLRs as Alternatives C, D, E, F and G do. Logical 
management strategy based on Executive Agent/ Single Service Manager for both weapon and 
non-weapon systems and associated DLRs and achieves maximum effectiveness from Center 
of Excellence concept. Supports wesson systems management and **Qne face to the 
customer". 

CON: Service could^oose control of all depot maintenance for some systenois. This loss of 
control is also applicable to varying degrees for Alternatives C, D, E^T, and G. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this altemative? 

Yes, assuming Executive Agent assignment based on predominant operator eg. ships, fixed 
wing, rotary wing, ground commo and electronics, ground vehicles etc. 

Implementation: Is this altemative realistic? 

Management strategy is logical, supports systems management approach and maximizes cost 
savings while maintaining responsiveness to peacetime readiness, sustainment and 
reconstitution. Supports other services on a systems basis which facilitates support of 
PEOs/PMs and service maintenance managers in acquisition, modification, field support etc. 
Implementation of the depot maintenance strategy should be included in the BRAC 93 process 
even if this requires some delay, e.g. 30-60 days so any required closures/realignments can be 
initiated quickly to maximize savings potential vice waiting for the BRAC 95 window. Depot 
maintenance management of Executive Agent/Single Manager assignments and transfer of 
ownership of any depots/facilities would be phased in during FY93 and completed before/at 
start of FY94. Easier to manage than alternatives splitting end items and DLRs. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this altemative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorties, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects/' etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized conunand and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; where workloading, workload priorities, facilities 
maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be focused. 
The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated for a 
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number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropnate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands eg 
Aviation Traop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for miUtary personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be wo^ed out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

Iff your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equroment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVequipment 
to provide a forward depdt capabiUty in contingency areas and reconstitution of redeploymg 
forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Manager (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the bfe 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fieldmg, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial faciUties in terms of cost, quaHty and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Will minimize depot maintenance costs for end items and DLRs via the Centers of Excellence 
Concept and faciUtate closing depots to reduce excess capacity. Achieving this niay reqmre 
transferring ownership of some depots to another service. Long term benefits mclude 
minimizing operating, MILCON and new capital equipment costs to operates world class 
industrial facilities. 
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Alternative C Consolidate W<>apnns System Platfnntis into Joint Service "Centere of 
Excellence" 



Effectiyeness: What are the impacts of this altematiTe on the military effectiveness of yom* 
Services* maintenance process? 

PRO: No clear contribution and it is not an improvement over Altemative A where owning 
service is depot maintenance manager for weapon and non we^n systems and their 
associated depot level reparables (DLR). 

CON: Breaks we^ns systems management ^qpproach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance on 
a systems basis. This advocates consolidating the huU/chassis/airframe of we^ns under a 
single service but leaving weapon system DLRs with the owning s^ice and also leaves non- 
wes^n systems and their associated DLRs with the owning service. Unnecessarily 
complicates depot maintenance and its management for weapon systems and their associated 
DLRs. Will likely increase costs to maintain a given level of military effectiveness. The 
service operating the depot responsible for removable and reinstallation of DLRs has no 
control over anjrthing that happens to the DLRs in between when the end item is owned by 
another service. This requires the service owning that end item to purchase DLRs from 
supply or establish repair and retum DLR programs at DLR repair depots run by the other 
services.The results include: additional supply transactions, longer repair cycle times, 
increased inventory levels, and higher end item repair costs. No one in charge of weapon 
system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized from this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

There are no clear benefits to be gained from this altemative since it would complicate the 
management of depot maintenance and would likely increase costs while creating additional 
problems in configuration control, engineering and other linkages between the field, 
developer, service management and depot maintenance. In the absence of clear benefits and 
given obvious adverse impacts, this altemative is not considered realistic. 



If your SeiYice were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e,g., setting priorities, sen^ice unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused The Anny, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully particq)ated 
for a number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammumtton 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropnate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and q»propriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would faciUtate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for miUtary personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and fomialized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Seivice became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from fliis mam^ei? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVeqmpment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capabiUty in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fieldmg, 
modification and disposal. 

Particq)ation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industiial faciUties in terms of cost, quaUty and schedule. 
Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 



H-6 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
altematiYe? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in the (CON) paragraph. The 
efficiencies from weapon system end item consolidations would increase edacity utilization 
of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots since owning 
services would still maintain wesqjon system DLRs, non weapon systems and their associated 
DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot where the DLRs were 
removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic depot or shipped to a 
contractor facility. Repairing those DLRs and then returning them to the original depot for 
reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/airframe would significantly increase repair cycle 
times and probably end item rebuild costs. If DLRs are requisitioned from the supply system 
to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this will require more supply 
transactions, managCTient overhead and procurement of additional DLRs to support the depot 
maintenance cycle. 
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^ If y n ^ati Tf P Tnriivirfnai seiTice Management oL Wfanon f^yntfrn fM9ms ia.:££iiteB.M 

i7^yyHy,^^ y" with m.Rs. Compnnente and T^iri Yfrmm ffT^tfrn F^"T'"'>"* Consolidated m 
^ilffgiP Service "Centeis of Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What are the impact of this alternative on tiie militaiy effectiveness of your 
ServicesV maintenance process? 

PRO: Umited impact on effectiveness for weapon and non-weapon systems when end items 
and associated DLRs are maintained by the same service via "Centers of ExceUence Concept". 

CON: When end items and DLRs are spUt between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business ^roach to depot maintenance overaU. particularly for we^n systems, and 
breaks the we«?)on system management ^roach which has a proven track record m 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifyiag, sustaining and performing depot mamtenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly compHcaies depot maintenance management for weapon systems 
and DLRs when spHt between multiple services and would likely increase end items rebuild 
costs. Nobody in charge of we^n system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this 
apptoach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectivness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cyde managanent and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Any proposal to spUt depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis as this does will adversely impact many elements of life cycle 
management, peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, etc. There is no compeUmg 
case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the overaU process in order to optimize some 
pieces. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for fliis alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
•Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload pnontie«, 
facilities maintenance/knodemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfuUy participated 
for a number of years in joint staffmg of the Executive Director for Conventional AmmumUon 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a usefiil model in developing joint staffing ai appropnate 
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levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity conmiands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benelfits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and fonnalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

Jf your Service becamse a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair^reparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personnel/equipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces* 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in woddoad scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in the above CON paragraph. 
The efficiencies from weapon system and end item consolidations would increase capacity 
utilization of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots 
since owning services would still maintain weapon system DLRs and non-weapon systems 
and their associated DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot 
where the DLRs were removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic 
depot or shipped to a contractor facility. Repairing these DLRs and then returning them the 
original depot for reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/airframe will significantly increase 
repair cycle times and probably end item rebuild cost. If DLRs are requisitioned from the 
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supply system to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this wiU require 
more supply transactions, management overhead, and procurement of additional DLRs to 
support the depot maintenance cycle. 
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Alternative E Consolidation of SimilaiyCommon Platfoims. DLRs. Components and Non- 
Weapon System Comnonents Under Single Executive Service 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectivness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Impact on effectiveness would be dependent on Executive Agent assignments. 
Assuming assignment based on dominant user for ships, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing 
aircraft, ground vetiicles, ground command and electronics etc there should be limited impact 
when depot maintenance of systems and associated DLRs are managed by the same service. 

CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business ^^roach to depot maintenance overall, and particularly for weapon systems, 
and breaks the we^^n system management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Undxily complicates depot maintenance management from every aspect 
when split between multiple services and would likely increase end item rebuild costs for 
those systems. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to 
this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon systems management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis breaks the weapon systems approach to management and will adversely 
impact many elements of life cycle management, peacetime readiness, sustainment, 
reconstitution etc. There is no compelling case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the 
overall process in an effort to optimize some portions (limited purely business approach). 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, sen^ice unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfidly participated 
for a number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammimition 
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(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would faciUtate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this altemative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for miUtary personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worited out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from ttiat managei? 

The Executive Agent meet Aimy requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVeqmpment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
teconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance cap. be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Anny Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the bfe 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fieldmg, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industiial faciUties in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 
Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Efficiencies: Are tiiere near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

When end items and DLRs are managed by the same service there are significant cost savings 
because this management approach faciUtates closing depots to reduce excess edacity, 
dupUcation etc. When end items and DLRs are managed by separate services, there are 
numerous negative impacts to systems management, plus end item rebufld programs are 
greafly complicated. 
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Alti.mativi> F POD Copsolidatioii 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: It is difficult to rationalize how removing depot maintenance from the services will 
enhance effectiveness of Army maintenance either within depots or the overall maintenance 
process from developer to user to depot. 

CON: Major impact on Title 10 responsibilities and would likely require changes to existing 
federal statues. Would place either a DOD staff element or the JCS in charge of an 
organization directly impacting readiness, sustainment, reconstitution. This would break the 
weapon system management approach by disrupting the linkages between field, developer, 
service maintenance/resource management and the depot. It would be extremely difficult for 
service managers to reach through the DOD or JCS to the depots and work the life cycle 
management process on a we^on system management basis. This would be particularly 
difficult when engineering, configuration management and specifications are involved which 
require close coordination over sustained periods of time to support new system development, 
fielding of new equipment, and modification of fielded end items and DLRs. It would also 
complicate the overall maintenance management process of services developing maintenance 
doctrine and policy. DOD or JCS involvement would add several additional organizational 
layers (DOD or JCS, some type depot command headquarters, some number of subordinates 
command elements, e.g., land, air and sea or regional) between service managers and 
supporting depots and would make the depot virtually unreachable from the field level. 
Centralization of critical operational functions at the very top levels of large organizations is 
not the most effective or. efficient management methodology as Sears and Roebuck, General 
Motors and many other organizations have learned the hard way. Staffs at the top of such 
organizations tend to be overly bureaucratic, lack the proper sense of urgency, are far 
removed from the impact of their poor decisions and in general lack the operational level 
experience required. Not at aU clear what the value added would be from DOD or JCS 
operating depots that cannot be achieved from Alternative B with far less adverse impacts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative has potential for savings but also for significantly adversely impacting 
military effectiveness. Greater benefits are achievable under Alternative B with less adverse 
impacts; therefore, this alternative is not supportable. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No, this would break the systems management approach by removing the service role in depot 
maintenance, adding additional organizational layers to the process, centralizing and calling it 
increased efficiency. Inqplementation would be a lengthy, complex process due the 
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requirement to "stand up" a new command with subordinate elements, etc. and the leammg 
curve those organizations would undergo. Any closure and reaUgnment decisions would 
likely be delayed until the BRAC 95 window resulting in no significant savings or closure 
until the year 2000 or beyond. The objective can be achieved with far less disruption and 
adverse consequences, e.g.. Alternative B. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agenct/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, seivice unique equipments, 
•Top-up projects," etc? 

Not {^licable. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes however, they do not offset the numerous adverse impacts or achieve the efficiencies and 
savilig potential of Alternative B. This alternative creates another massive bureaucracy that 
further isolates the field, developer and service manager ftom supportmg depots. Will take 
longer to irxq)lement than Alternative B thereby delaying attainment of significant savmgs. 
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Alternative G Commercialize Maintenance 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services* maintenance process? 

PRO: Theoretically at least, this type competition would result in reduced costs of depot 
maintenance and support peacetime readiness at lov^rer costs; however, this has not been 
proven. 

CON: Commerical industry would size capacity based solely on peacetime requirements and 
paying them to maintain excess edacity would be cost prohibitive. Difficulty and cost of 
competing and awarding depot maintenance contracts would be greatly exacerbated; for 
example, last year the Army had some 6,000 program changes in it's organic dq)ot workload. 
Modifying, renegotiating contracts to support changes of this magnitude would be a cmshing 
adniinistrative/overhead cost and it would be inipossible to maintain reasonable control over 
costs with quantities, condition of assets, etc. continually changing. 

Industry is primarily interested in high volume and high dollar contracts. The Army has 
relatively few programs with an annual value of over $1M and industry is just not interested 
in bidding on small programs. For example, of 10 ea FY92 competition items awarded to 
date, there were no industry bids on three items. It should be noted Army organic depots 
won 5 each of 7 each programs conq)eted in FY91 and 8 ea of 10 ea competed to date in 
FY92. 

Unlimited contracting out would break the wapon system management approach for all 
currently fielded systems since unlimited competition would result in depot maintenace for 
end items and associated DLRs scattered across private industry. 

Contracting for maintenance as part of weapon system acquisition costs for new systems 
would result in services not buying technical data packages leaving them at the mercy of 
original eqxiipment contractors in regards to costs in the future. This is an extremely short- 
sighted and dangerous concept given that systems may be in the inventory 30-40 years or 
longer, especially in the current budget environment. In that period companies would go 
bankrupt, merge, sell off some units, be bought by foreign companies, discontinue operations 
in certain equuipment areas, etc., etc. 

Total commercialization of dqpot maintenance would likely encounter strong congressional 
opposition and generate prohibitive legislation. 

Worker strikes at commercial contractor facilities could have devastating impacts on 
readiness, sustaiiunent and reconstitution. Organic depots, the "Core" maintenance workload 
concept and reasonable competition levels offer clear advantages over unrestricted 
competition. 
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Not at aU clear what the advantages of this alternative are in regards to miUtary effectiveness. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectivenss if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

No, is a fatally flawed strategy. 

Lnplentation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No it gives up a proven depot maintenance management strategy that can be restractured e.g., 
Alternative B to achieve reductions in capacity, duplication, overly and rebuild costs for end 
items and DLRs without the adverse inq)acts of Alternative G. 

It is likely a new command stracture would need to be created for effective individual service 
or DoD managmenet of the numerous contracts required to accomplish this alternative. 
"Standing up" this comn«ind, it's learning curve and the long periods of times required to 
contract out significant workload would delay attainment of major savings for a lengthy 
period of time. Such actions could not be completed by the BRAC 95 window; thereby 
greatly conq)Ucating any future closure of depots. Estimate it would take 10 years or longer 
to actually close any significant number of depots using this trategy. An associated major 
problem at our multi-mission depots with major ammunition storage missions e.g., 
Letterkenny, Tooele, Red River and Anniston is the munitions mission remams, requmng 
significant ownership costs to keep the installations open and to manage and execute outload 
in support of major contingencies. It is noted all services are dependent on those mumtions. 

Any substantial savings would be purely theoretical at best, not provable, if achievable at all 
would take a very long time to do so (cost and time competition), would not resolve ttie 
problems with low volume/doUar programs and of support equipment originally manufactured 
by companies no longer in existence, etc. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique eqrapments, 
•Top-up projects," etc? 

Joint staffing of the contracting headquarters would be ^ropriate with other supported 
services personnel being assigned to key staff and management positions to coondnate 
priorities, technical requirements, etc. Staffing dtails would be worked out with each 
supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 
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Jf your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single manner, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

The Amy would expect: 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repair^reparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personnel/equipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitutuion of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status report. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Manager (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle managmenet process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritzation. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and scheudle. 

EfTiciencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
altemative? 

No, it is expected the near and long term implications of totally commercializing maintenance 
would be increased overall costs. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE EXECUTIVE GROUP, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

1. In response to the request from Executive Group Director, General Went, Tab A is 
forwarded as Navy's response to the alternatives under study. Specifically, Alternative I is 
clearly the preferred choice because it maintains the vital command and control linkage 
through the life cycle between Navy depots and the operating forces they support; and retains 
the vital engineering and emergency support capabilities which must be available to meet 
fleet safety and readiness objectives. This alternative preserves Service oversight to ensure 
maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. 

2. A second alternative is derived from a combination of Alternative I and IV. In addition 
to maintaining command accountability for the mission of the Service, the establishment of 
Centers of Excellence for a specific commodity would offer significant opportunity for 
productivity improvements. 

3. There is no clear consensus to other alternatives beyond I and IV. 




S. F. LOFTUS 
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy 
Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations (Logistics) 
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NAVY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 
Alternative A Tndiyidlial Sfrvjcc Ma^^>gtmBt 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on flie militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services* maintenance process? 

Continued effectiveness of the Navy's maintenance process was planned into the Navy's 
response to DOD's "Defense Management Review Decision-908" (DMRD-908). This 
alternative directs continuation of the efforts begun in response to DMRD-908. Current co- 
location of depot level and production faciUties allows efficient utilization of expensive umque 
test equipment, engineering synergism, access to design and production experts, and reduced 
repair costs. Costs avoidance is achieved by not having to pay for retraining/resystemization 
costs associated with changing to a new alternative. Any impact attendant to this DMRD has 
been subsequently identified and resolved to the satisfaction of the Navy. 

The Services' control over mission readiness requirements would be maintained as a counter 
balance to maintenance process sub-optimization. This alternative preserves Service oversight 
to ensure maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. The Seven Step Process 
ensures cost effectiveness of interservicing decisions, and competition or the potential for 
competition will provide incentive for savings over the pre-DRMD 908 budgets. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Alternative A retains service control over total logistics support of the weqxm systems and 
components thereby causing the least decrement. An existing plan, the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan", outlines initiatives and presupposes that each service has factored m and has 
developed qjpropriate contingencies for potential miUtary effectiveness in^acts. 

Implementation: Is tiiis alternative realistic? 

This is considered the best altemative given the savings goals akeady included in DRMD 908. 
Cost savings goals and objectives have already been identified and implemented under DRMD 
908, and their impact have not yet been fully assessed. Current operations attest to the 
realistic nature of this altemative. 
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If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for tiiis alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

An Executive Agent for this alternative would be in an administrative role, cobrdinating the 
operation of such joint oversight organizations as the Defense Depot Maintenance Council, the 
meetings of the Joint Logistics Commanders and the supporting organizations. The 
infrastmcture to support this alternative is already in place. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

See above. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-temi business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The efficiencies to be gained by this altemative are defined within the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan". Each Service would use their existing expertise in perforaiing DOD 
maintenance, and fine-tune existing operations. 

Comments: Altemative A continues the progress made through the efforts of the Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council and demands steady and consistent business planning discipline 
be applied and maintained across all of the DOD depot industrial base. It maintains the link 
between acquisition and life cycle management within the Services for engineering, 
maintenance, integrated logistics support, and modernization; and provides for graceful 
emergency depot surge capability. It focuses Services' management attention on individual 
Service-unique product-line efficiency; and maintains the customer^rovider, 
operator/maintainer direct relationship. 
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^^|^niBt* T> ^ Tndividnal Service Management fro nriffMdfltiftll intft "C«tera flL RKt»gBW") 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the miiilaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative expands Alternative C. Including components of the weapons systems for 
consoUdation with the platform only exacerbates the problems identified m the second 
alternative. A single Service enables the providing Service to control the total support 
posture necessary to produce the platform; however, separating the operator froin the support 
organization may degrade military effectiveness. This alternative also disables the Navy s 
interdependent 0/L/D (three level) maintenance program. 

TTie same concerns expressed on Alternative C (same question) apply here; however, this 
would be less disruptive than Alternative E. 

Are you willing to accepf some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Navy is skeptical about the savings potential of this alternative. It does not appear that 
this altemative changes the present operating methods of the independent Services or requires 
continuation of the initiatives attendant to DMRD 908 any other productivity thrust. 

Remadcs under Altemative C, same question, ^ly here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This altemative is highly idealistic and probably unrealistic. Transfer of logistics support to a 
single Service, often not the requiring Service, breaks the synergy between the operator and 
the repairer. Mission issues will become secondary as the responsibility to meet mission 
oriented priorities become more distant and disconnected from the depot. The depot 
optimizes the repair process, not the total weapons system enq)loyment process. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
•Top-up projects," etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer opportunity for productivity improvements. AdditionaUy, concentrating 
management visibUity on reduced range of products as well as an increased depth of like and 
simil^ commodity items, overhead cost of operations would declme This would dlow for a 
more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Rehability/Mamtainabihty 
Centered" analysis and response. 
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For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and quality agreements, visibility 
in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary^ repair priorities maintained 
equally across Services and a responsive point of contact. 

EfTiciencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

None foreseen. Near-term benefits from consolidation would be overcome by cost to 
implement and maintain. Long-term forecast is dependent upon unstated efficiencies by the 
executive agency which would have a virtual monopoly on the managed platform/commodity. 

Comments: There appears to be no "Business Imperative" to improve or no compelling 
interest toward productivity. This alternative alters the commodity mix between the Services, 
but does nothing to alter the fundamental business precepts of the Services. 
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Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the miUtaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative mandates a break in the synergy between the "we^n" and the "system" and 
a division of repair focus such that Service mission responsibiUties would be secondary to the 
maintenance process and, thus, could be irapmed. For example, under the alternative the Air 
Force maintains all missiles but does not have the knowledge of nor experience with, the 
unique ship-missile system integration nor with the marine environment which faces Navy 
equipment. The default position would be one which does not recognize the different 
employment of the Service systems. Conflicting priorities, relocation, and transportation costs 
would be significantly affected. The total logistics support integration would mcrease the size 
of the logistics "layin" in support of pipeline and thereby necessitate either reduction m 
military effectiveness or increased total cost of operations. 

This alternative breaks the synergy between weapons and the maintenance system. It would 
create a division between the repair function and the overaU mission responsibility of each 
Service. Layering between the operator and the maintainer would ensure that operational 
problems and needs would seldom be heard. It would be a tremendous if not expensive 
undertaking to maintain mission/asset readiness when systems maintenance and management 
are consoUdated for their physical generic similarities rather than the performance and 
enq>loyment requirements which the individual systems must meet and which set them ^art 
from each other. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative will not provide substantial savings. Any savings potential must first be 
viewed within the overall context of mission performance by the Services. It is possible to 
set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance program or 
organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding level. The 
Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current maintenance 
guidance. This wiU ensure ship and operator safety in a highly risky operational environment. 

Implementation: Is Ms alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. 
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If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services* mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. 

The Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As such, it 
would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience little 
change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managed? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. A joint service charter defining roles and responsibilities of all 
involved parties, prioritization, cost sharing, etc. should be established. The establishment of 
Single Manager for Conventional Anmiunition as a baseline. 

For shq>s, the Navy would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, 
and e^rience little change in its present role. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-temi business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretical long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the extent of 
"Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attendant costs. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkermy effective FY93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air-launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% conunercial. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 
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Comments: There is a moderate potential for increased savings - mostly aircraft. TTiere is 
excess capacity at all ALCs. Efficiency would improve due to activities domg like jobs, one 
location (series of location) for shipment of materials and stabiUty of workforce m a central 
area However, this alternative breaks some customer/provider, operator/mamtamer direct 
links through the life cycle. This alternative also presents confUcting priorities as well as a 
significant investment cost to relocate workload which may not be offset by lower recumng 
costs. Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for reduced 
repair tum-around time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for components. 
This alternative may require additional tum-around time for platform because of the need to 
ship open, and inspect components. Fate of non-industrial support services provided by Navy 
depots (e.g., in-Service engineering, ILS support to Headquarters, batde damage repair teams, 
fete.) is in question. This alternative would eliminate concurrent repair platform sites. Site 
selection for the lead maintenance activity would be a "poUtical football". 
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Alternative D Tndividiml Service Management of Weapon System Platfonns ilL:!C£llterS-M 
Rvcellence" with DLR>s> Componente and Nop- Weapon System Equipment ConsoKdated m 
Sinyle Service ^^Centers of Excellence" 



Effectivepess: What are the impacts of this alternatiye op the militaiy effectivepess of your 
Services' maiPtepapce process? 

The creation of Center of Excellence for system components could produce economies of 
scale, but the savings would have to offset additional facilitization, transportation/handling, 
scheduling, training, and associated costs. The separation of accountability is present; 
however, responsibility for the integrity of the platform is retained within the parent Service 
and therefore the command linkage to accountability for the mission of the Service is 
maintained. Conflicting priorities, relocation and transportation would be significantly 
affected. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectivepess if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Service management of the platform may preclude any significant decrease in military 
effectiveness. Adjustments within the logistics support posture of the platform manager 
would offset any effectiveness decrement attendant to this alternative. The litde adjustments 
which might be made necessary would be more than offset by the cost savings potential. 

Remadcs under Alternative C, same question, apply here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative combined with the initiatives already identified in Altemative A could provide 
the most realistic chance of success. By selecting the most labor intensive functions to be 
performed at COE's, the individual Services would still maintain the necessary ownership over 
the weapon systems/platforms. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative^ how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, seryice unique equipments, 
•Top-up projects," etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer significant opportunity for productivity improvements. Additionally, by 
concentrating management visibility on reduced range of products as well as an increased 
depth of like and similar commodity items, overhead cost of operations would decline. This 
would allow for a more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Reliability/ 
Maintainability Centered** analysis and response. 
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If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Customer would expect perfonnance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and 
quality agreements, visibility in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary. 
Repair priorities must be maintained equally across Services and a responsive pomt of contact 
that could meet critical short-fused needs of the Heet operators would all be expected from a 
single manager. The Service providing the support of components would have to provide 
equal or better scheduling and quaUty from present practice. This support includes schedulmg 
to meet the critical short-fused needs of the Heet operators as required. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

It is presumed that selection of "DOD Centers of ExceHence" would be made utilizing 
competitive analysis. Therefore, the costs attendant to initial establishment of this alternative 
would potentiaUy be absorbed by productivity returns. Near-term efficiencies would 
therefore be possible or, at very least, break even. By selecting ^>propriate components to be 
accomplished at COE's, long-term savings could be achieved, but initial investment cost wiU 
be required in the short term. TTiere is a business advantage in reducing the range of different 
types of products and increasing the specialization and depth of product operations. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consoUdated at Letterkenny effective FY93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air launched Ordnance and Surface Mumtions are 
perfoimed jointiy with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

Comments: Alternatives A and D offer the best opportunity to enhance the depot industrial 
business enterprise of the Joint Services by accelerating the tempo of the initiatives outbned m 
the "DDMC Corporate Business Plan". 
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Alternative E Consolidation of SimilWrommon Platforms, PT K'iS, C ftmPgPgfftS m4 H^W' 
Yffmr i^T^^rrn ^irWP*^"^ Ilndi^r Singlc E«cutive Service 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services* maintenance process? 

The Navy's ability to support sustained periods of operations at sea is dependent on the 
interactions of three levels of maintenance operating as one. This alternative builds a 
disjointed process to achieve depot maintenance. It separates total and integrated logistics 
support. Jn doing so, accountability for the mission of the service is diffused. The resultant 
responsibility for the commodity is no substitute for the direct linkage between operations and 
integrated logistics which is the underpinning of the Services' mission accountability. It 
would increase the scheduling/logistics by an order of magnitude at a significant cost and risk. 
Conflicting priorities, relocation, and transportation would be significantly affected. 

The same remarks as under Alternative C (same question) apply here. However, Alternative 
E would create an even more disjointed approach to the task of effectively managing DOD 
maintenance requirements. This one would probably be too difficult and too rislqr. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative deals with consolidation at the component level. The resultant cost would be 
enormous. Again, see Alternative C remarks, same question. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. There is no clear benefit set 
forth for centralization other than centralization, itself. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing worldoad into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. The Navy would solicit weapon system support information from user 
activities, then develop support requirements. A stracture capable of being responsive to 
requirement documents would be developed as well as an implementation plan. 
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For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and expenence 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer off an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibUity of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tenn business elTiciencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretically, some long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, '^P^^*^ 
extent of "Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction m 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over tmie Near- 
termlfficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capabiUty relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attwidant costs. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 

Comments: Separation of platform and component repair wiU require additional cost for 
reduced repair turnaround time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for 
components. See comments under Alternative C. 
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Altemative F POD Consolidation 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

Establishing a new Service for depot maintenance would create a new bureaucracy and 
additional layer of management. It would eliminate current Service responsibility^ride of 
ownership, and the associated technical synergism/cost efficiency of co-located 
production/depot facilities. It will ultimately reduce quality by attempting to achieve cost 
savings and facility consolidations as a priority over logistics support of the operating forces. 
Separating the operator from the support organization may degrade military effectiveness and 
would require several layers of staffing to brealcdovm major systems to depot working levels. 
This alternative also disables the Navy*s interdependent 0/I/D (three level) maintenance 
program. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Potential for savings is somewhat unclear in this alternative. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic; however, it would destroy the DOD material management 
structure for the goal of consolidation. It would be difficult to implement. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Individual Service as "Executive Agent" is not proposed in this alternative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managed? 

The "Executive Agent" (presimiably DOD) would coordinate commodity production without 
regard to inter-conflicting and independent Service priorities. This solution eliminates Service 
partiality. 

For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
litde change in its present role. 
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Efficiencies: Are there near or long-tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Many of the near-term efficiencies might be overcome by costs to implement; however, there 
are some long-term business efficiencies and potential savings across all of the Services. 

Comments: If platform management responsibUity is removed from the parent Services, then 
Altemative F would be the viable way to, at least partially, preserve the cntical hnkage 
between operator, the logistics pipeline, and the depot maintenance support stracture. 
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Alternative fr rnniTnercialize Maintenance 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of fliis alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your ^ 
Services* maintenance process? 

This alternative proposes to separate the logistics support from military operations and place 
contract officers in line with the command and control function and between the product 
necessary to perform the mission. It would require a larger contracting bureaucracy to 
manage the private sector contracting and oversight. Contracts cannot sustain continued 
surge/mobilization responsibility. TTie alternative would reduce military effectiveness due to 
total reliance on the private sector and loss of expertise and cq)ability in the Navy. 

i 

The primary issue of this altemative is the definition and quanification of what it will take to 
keep the private sector "in the business" during periods of low workload, so that necessary 
repair capability is preserved and available when needed. The focus of the corporate Board 
Room is profit, whereas the focus of the public sector facilities is readiness. Once public 
sector capability is closed, it is essentially lost. When the private sector decides to leave the 
market place for economic or profitability reasons, there is no altemative of last resort except 
extremely high premium pajonents of exorbitant re-c^italization costs. The current public 
sector organic activities provide facilities and expertise not available in the private sector (e.g., 
submarine refueling, large dry docks, propeller shop, recycling, etc.). This altemative would 
not provide the necessary surge capability required for mobilization. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by tiiis altemative? 

It is possible to set forth the altematives to provide least cost for a given maintenance 
program or organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding 
level. The Navy is currently pursuing the former appioach in order to meet current 
maintenance guidance. 

It must be pointed out, that this altemative would most likely not produce substantial savings 
in the long run. The fact that there would always be the threat of a lack of competition, if 
not the actual disappearance of competition, would make substantial savings elusive, and 
higher costs than experienced at present, a more likely outcome. 

Implementation: Is this altemative realistic? 

This altemative is not realistic. 
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If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for tliis alternative, liow 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Not Applicable 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Not Applicable 

iEfficiencies: Are there near or long-terai business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative. 

If the same contractor wins after two or more competitions, his competitors could very easily be 
driven out of the business, thereby creating a sole source situation. On fact, m penods of low 
workload, there would not be any certainty of sufficient competition.) This would almost 
invariably lead to excessive profits which would offset possible savings gained from elimmation 
of civil service personnd. 

Any potential near or long-temi gain would be more than offset by cost of establishing extensive 
Corps of Contract Officers, Negotiators, DPRO personnel, etc. There is a potential of hjgher 
overall costs without a check/balance system and higher life-cycle costs are probable. Total 
reliance on private sector is not acceptable. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380-0001 



2 7 OCT 153^: 



5000 



IN REPLY REFER TO 



MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR EXECUTIVE WORKING GROUP FOR DEPOT 

MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

End; (1) Information Papers 

(2) Marine Corps Assessment of Alternatives I - VII 

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded. 

2. While efforts to reduce costs and eliminate excess depot 
maintenance capacity are supported, I am convinced that it is 
vital to retain an adequate capability within the Marine Corps 
to satisfy the National Military Strategy and to provide the 
Commandant with the ability to effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities (ie; maintenance and repair of equipment in 
support of amphibious missions). 

3. The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are 
small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the operational 
commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of 
Fleet Marine Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) 
readiness commitments, devote more than 80% of their direct labor 
hours to a maintenance/repair workload that is an extension of 
FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild. Marine Corps 
maintenance centers conduct only one percent of the total annual 
Department of Defense depot maintenance workload. Of this effort 
54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapons systems. 
The remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, 
low dollar value items which if distributed to other maintenance 
facilities would neither increase their utilization percentage 
nor decrease their overhead costs. 

4. I support increased levels of competition, other productivity 
enhancing programs and stronger utilization of the JPCG-DM 
organization; however, the Marine Corps must retain the 
capability to satisfy our statutory "force-in-readiness" mission 
and be able to surge in compliance with the National Military 
Strategy and the Defense Planning Guidance. 
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APPENDIX J 



MARINE CORPS ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 



PREFACE 

The two Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Centeis Oocated at Marine Corps 
Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, and Marine Corps Logistics Base, Baistow, Califorma) are 
uniquely different from the depot maintenance faciHties of the other services. They are an 
extension of the Fleet Marine Force (FMF) operational maintenance capabiUties. As depicted 
below, our maintenance centers support various customers; however, 98 percent of their 
workload is in siqjport of Marine Corps programs: 



WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION CHART 



CUSTOMER 



FMF END ITEMS* 
FMF SDR'S 
OTHER DOD 
OTHER FMF SUPPORT 
SHIPMENTS 
CARE-nSf-STORE 
OTHER CUSTOMERS 
TECH ASSISTANCE 
FOREIGN MILITARY SALES 
SPECIAL PROJECTS 
TOTAL 



PERCENT 

68.8 
4.5 
1.1 
3.0 
10.2 
2.8 
.3 
.4 
.3 

M 
100.0 



* Includes an FMF repair and return program. 

The maintenance centers are small, effective organizations geographicaUy positioned to 
provide responsive maintenance (repair) support to active FMF components, the Marme 
Reserve forces, and the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). Hie maintenance centers are 
geogr^hicaUy positioned and uniqiely configured to reduce costs and optimize responsive 
support to operational commanders. They are considered an integral part of our overall 
logistics process and are key components in the Marine Corps abiUty to fulfill its global 
commitments. 

The continuous reconstitution of the MPF is an example of the unique support provided by 
our maintenance centers. Responsiveness is the key to maintaining this capability. Based on 
the recent employment of MPF in Southwest Asia and the massive regeneration effort 
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currently underway (which will continue through April 1994), the maintenance centers are 
critical to supporting this global capability. It is a 60-day cycle from the moment an MPF 
ship docks at the leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, to the time that ship sails. Fifteen 
of these days are dedicated to offload and backload of equipment and supplies. The 
remaining days allow for the equipment and supplies to be inspected, reworked as needed, 
and repaired. Without the direct support and priority given to MPF at the maintenance 
centers, meeting the ship's schedule would be virtually impossible. MPF has "head of the 
line" privilege at the maintenance centers as the Marine Corps has determined that MPF is the 
number one priority of our total logistics support system. All equipment removed from MPF 
ships can be worked at our maintenance centers except ammunition. If consolidated depots 
were adopted, the equipment removed from MPF ships would be parceled to various locations 
and, in turn, would be returned from these locations at varying times. The Marine Corps 
currently has sole management control over this vital program. This is extremely important; 
and it must be emphasized that Blount Island is not merely a customer of the maintenance 
centers (primarily the one at Albany), but an integral part of the Marine Corps "force in 
readiness" mission. This direct link enables immediate support and responsiveness to 
changing priorities as each of the 13 MPF ships is on a 30-month maintenance cycle. This 
process is one that will continue indefinitely beyond the surge augmentation effort required as 
a result of Desert Shield/Storm. 

As demonstrated in Desert Shield/Storm, MPF provided a new dimension in mobility, 
readiness, and global responsiveness. 

Three squadrons of maritime prepositioning ships are deployed strategically, prepared to 
immediately provide Marine forces with the equipment necessary to respond to regional 
contingencies around the globe. Provisioning and maintaining the equipment embarked 
aboard these ships are vital to the overall mission of these forces. At our modem and 
uniquely capable leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, our maintenance centers extend 
their reach by providing highly trained maintenance personnel to conduct maintenance cycles 
that modify, rotate, and service embarked equipment. 

The following capabilities and facilities of our maintenance centers insure quality support of 
not only unique Marine Corps equipment but also service common items: 

- Capability to repair night vision devices (one of only two facilities in DoD) 

- Capability in areas of fiber optics and electro-optics 4 axle chassis dynamometer unique 
for LAV rebuild 

- 3.75 million gallon test pond for speed testing amphibious vehicles 

- 1 mile oval paved test track for wheeled and tracked vehicles 

- Cross drive transmission dynamometer that is capable of testing M109/M110 Self- 
Propelled Howitzers, M60A1 Tanks, M88AI/M578 Retrievers, and the AAV7A1 family of 
vehicle transmissions 

- Taylor 2000 hp computer-controlled engine dynamometers 

- Class 100 and class 1000 clean rooms 

- Nondestructive testing capabilities 
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420 kV X-ray facUities 
Magnetic particle 
Dye penetrant 
Hardness 
Profilometer 

- Large scale uninterrupted power capabilities 

- Laser capabilities ^ . a i ^ 

Indoor laser safe facility for the repair, test, and calibration of class 3 and 4 lasers and 

laser systems ^ . ^ ^ 

Outdoor laser safe boresight range for testing of class 3 and 4 lasers and laser systems 

- Laser dimensional measurement capability 

. Full range metrology and radiac capabilities 

- Flexible computer integrated manufacturing technology 

- Engineering laboratory capabilities 

Wet scanning electron microscope 
X-ray fluorescence 
Gas chromatograph 
Spectrometer 
Spectrophotometer 

- High degree of expertise in the repair and rebuild of surveying and astronomic 
theodolites 

- Automated and manual calibration of dc to 18 GHz equipment 

. Alpha, Beta, Gamma test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment repair and caUbration 
to include liquid scintillation measurements 

- Semiautomated linearity rail used for test and caUbration of various infrared and laser- 
based electronic distance measuring devices 

- Special Projects Section chartered to provide design, development, prototypmg, and 
manufacturing of ground equipment requirements when no other ready source of supply is 
available 

- Highly skiUed technicians and engineers who are experts in automated test equipment. 
MCLB Albany is designated as the Marine Corps central point for design/development of 
automatic test equipment and test program sets to test weapon systems and equipment. 

- Horizontal external honing and lapping machine, a horizontal internal homng and 
lapping machine, mechanical gymnasticators, a vertical honing and l^mg machine, and a 
vapor honing machine for rebuild of gun mounts for self-propeUed and towed artiUery 

- Horizontal magnetic particle inspection machine for testing gun mbes up to 8 mches and 
beyond 
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AltPmaiive A Tnriividufll Service Management 



Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with accelerated DMRD 
908 actions, to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reduced depot 
management staffs at higher headquarters, increased competition, teaming with private 
industry for remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of the direct labor work 
force, etc. Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the 
base realignment and closure process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council will provide 
management oversight. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this aiteraative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would retain the Marine Corps proven c^ability. 

Are you willing to accepfsome decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in materiel readiness may be acceptable, the ability to support 
two major regional contingencies requiring total Marine Corps commitment must be retained. 

This alternative will allow the Marine Corps to maintain command and control of the 
maintenance centers, satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements, and provide the 
Commandant the capability to exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic and preferred by the Marine Corps. It will allow us to realize or 
exceed our current DMRD 908 targets in all categories by increasing public^rivate 
competition interservicing, and total quality leadership (TQL) improvements which will ensure 
efficiency and the capabilty to satisfy a surge wartime environment in support of the National 
Military Strategy. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-Up projects," etc.? 

Although not applicable to this alternative, the Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized 
logistics command stracture that provides the flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy 
the National Military Strategy. Our weapon system/equipment management concept 
centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate redundancy while providing a single point 
of contact for operational commanders. 
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We would apply our management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibiUty for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus continues to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for any 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibiUty and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, wiiat would you 
expect from tiiat managei? 

Although not s^jpUcable in this option, the Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or 
better responsiveness from any maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own 
organization. A single manager must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the 
Marine Corps mobilization and MPF requirements. A single manager would be required to 
provide rapid turnaround to continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the 
Marine Coips maintenance centers during Desert Shield/Storm. This flexibiUty would require 
the single manager to concurrendy support unique Marine Corps-configured equipment m 
small quantities with short turnaround times and at the same time continue to provide the 
assembly line support of common items. Also, the abiUty to accept reprioritization of 
requirements and resources in order to adqjt to quickly changing environments is mandatory. 
Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include areas such as repair, 
transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

EfTiciencies: Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. The Marine Corps has exceeded DMRD 908 targets in all categories and continues to 
realize significant savings as TQL principles are implemented. Increased 
public/private competition, interservicing, and TQL improvements will ensure that we are 
militarily effective and operationally efficient. 



PROS 

- Allows the Commandant to fulfill his Tide 10 responsibilities 

- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command stracnire 

- Ensures a Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
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- Retains organic surge capabilities as utilized during Desert Shield/Storm as well as 
continuously supporting the MPF 

- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/ Storm 

- Accelerates and increases savings 

- Necessitates increased competition and interservicing 

- No loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 

- Realistic implementation without increased cost 

- Allows tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 

- No degradation to readiness 

- No additional investment in inventories to fill the pipeline 

- Minimal transportation costs 

- Minimizes equipment maintenance turnaround time 

- Supports Marine Corps Base Force 

- Supports National Military Strategy 

- Least dismptive to the work force 

- Minimizes overhead costs 

CONS 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 

- Slight personnel increases in support of competition 
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Alte».ative B T ndividi.,fll Service Maaageroent (ConfjOUdatiftn mt9 "CwteK -flL FyCgH^Btt") 

In conjunction with single service maintenance management of weapon systems platfonns 
(Alternative C), depot maintenance of depot level leparables (DLRs) and components installed 
in these weapon system platfomis would be managed by the same service that manages the 
weapon system. This provides single service management of a weqjon system platform and 
all its components. Maintenance faciUties for weapon system platforms and DLRs and 
components as well as for nonweapon system equipment would be consoUdated into "centers 
of exceUence" within the managing service to the maximum extent possible but could be also 
performed at a contractor's plant or, in exceptional cases, in other services' faciUties. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative oa the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Servicers maintenance process? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the ca?)acity of the lower echelons of maintenance. Any reduction to this 
maintenance capabiUty wiU directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equq)ment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Qoss-training provides the flexibiUty to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National MiUtary Strategy must be retamed 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps wiU be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philq>pines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consoUdation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facUities. Furthermore, this q^ach 
could also potentially jeopardize our military effectiveness. 
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Materiel readiness is a responsibility of command, and this alternative does not allow the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements or effectively exercise his 
Tide 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this altemative realistic? 

This altemative may be realistic for the other Services; however, if the Marine Corps had to 
depend entirely on exteral maintenance support, the program would be cost prohibitive, 
ineffective, and unmanageable due to the large number of low density multicommodity items 
which would require interservicing. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this altemative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e*g*, setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
•Top-Up prajecls," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command stracture that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive 
agent management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored 
vehicles, SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/TPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly ad^ting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on 
optimizing the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters* 
overhead. Our current Headquarters* overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to ^ply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currendy receive from our own organization. A single manager 
must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to 
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continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marme Corps maintenance c^te^ 
during Desert Shield/Stoim. This flexibility would require the smgle manager to concurrently 
support unique Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround 
times and at the same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. 
Also the abiUty to accept reprioritization requirements and resources m order to adapt to 
quickly changing environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current 
expenditures and must include areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and mventory 
requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long teim business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

ReaUgnment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the Mainteiiance 
Center (less than 1 percent of the total FY 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not 
have a significant impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or 
significanlty reduce the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment 
would have a serious negative impact on tiie Marine Corps abiUty to meet its operauonal 
commitments within current fiscal constraints. 

As proven in a April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below there 
woi^d be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and a recurring cost of $25 million 
per year if workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level 
leparables, and 27.7 percent all other) was reaUgned from Marine Corps depots and spread 
among Other service faciUties. Therefore, reaUgnment or consolidation is ii^acucal froni a 
business perspective. We will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of the 
two Marine Corps Maintenance Centers and wiU propose changes and reaUgnments as 
appropriate. 
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SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 
DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 



YEAR CLOSED 










ELEMENTS 


FY-91 


FY-92 


FY-93 


FY-94 


FY-95 


TOTAL 


Move IPE 


9,930 










9,930 


Move/Sever 


19,802 




- 






19,802 


People 














Facilities 


8,775 










8,775 


Weapon System 


1,225 


1,262 


1,300 


1339 


1,379 


6,504 


Management 


- 












Transportation 


7,306 


7,525 


7,751 


7,983 


8,223 


38,789 


Inventory 


35,o23 


3,562 


3,672 


3,786 


3,903 


50,546 


New Hires 


5,652 










5,652 


Production 


11,911 


12,268 


12,636 


13,015 


13,406 


63,237 


Alt. Training 


1,149 


1,183 


1,219 


1,255 


1,293 


6,099 


Totals 


101,373 


25,800 


25,578 


27,378 


28,204 


209,334 


SAVINGS: 














ELEMENTS 


FY-91 


FY-92 


FY-93 


FY-94 


FY-95 


TOTAL 


MILCON 


5,910 










5,910 


BOS 


1.600 


1,648 


1,697 


1,747 


1.799 


8.491 


Totals 


7,510 


1,648 


1,697 


1,747 


1,799 


14,401 


NET SAVINGS: 


(93,863) 


(24,152) 


(24,881) 


(25,631) 


(26,405) 


(194,932) 



Notes: 1. Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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PROS 



- Enhances interservicing 

- Consolidates workload 
CONS 

- Would not satisfy the Defense Planning Guidance 

- Could prohibit the Conunandant from fulfilling Tide 10 requirements 

- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 

- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 

- Could lose organic surge capabilities 

- Could lose reconstitution ca5)abilities 

- Savings questionable 

- Could eliminate competition 

- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requir«nents 

- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 

- Could inhibit tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 

- Could degrade readiness if the single manager was not responsive to requirernents 

- Additional investment required m wholesale and retailinventories to fill pipeline 

- Environmental regulations at center of excellence sites would result in increased 
turnaround times 

- Loss of a center of exceUence could result in total DoD loss of capability 

- Increased production costs 

- Increased transportation costs 

- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 

- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 

- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 

- Disruptive to work force 

- Saving resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the Service and will not be avaflable for utilization to increase Service 
readiness 
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Alternative C Consolidate Weapons System Platforms into Joint Service "Centers of 



Maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platfomis (e.g., ships, large 
missiles, fixed wing aircraft, and rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by a single 
service, depot level reparables (DLRs) and components (e.g., hydraulic actuators, gas tuibine 
engines, aircraft landing gear, and inertial navigation systems), depot maintenance 
responsibilities, as well as depot maintenance of nonweapon system equipment (e.g., 
automatic test equipment, ground support equipment, and general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be individual using services* responsibilities. 

EfTectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction 
to this maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the total overhaul focus of traditional depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circxunstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach could 
jeopardize our military effectiveness. 
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Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers aUows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercismg 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is tiiis alternative realistic? 

This alternative would be inefficient, ineffective, and unmanageable. 

If your Service were selected jis an Executive Agenl/Single Manager for tiiis alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments. Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibUity to quickly reaUgn resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to ebmmate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
smaU in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, Ught armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/TPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibiUty for which the Marme 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, withm fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adqjtirig to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizmg 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushmg the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level aUows us to minimize Headquarters 
overhead Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest m 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabUities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobihzation and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to contmuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers dunng Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibiUty would require the single manager to concurrently support umque 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround tunes and at the 
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same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

ElTiciencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this altemattve? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than one percent of the total FY-91 DoD depot maintenance worJdoad) would not have a 
substantial inq)act on overall DoD-depot maintenance capacity utilization or significandy reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational conunitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5-year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparables, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is in^ractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 
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SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 
DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 



YEAR CLOSED 




ELEMENTS 


FY-91 


FY-92 


MoveIPE 


9,930 




Move/Sever 


19,802 




People 






Facilities 


8,775 




Weapon System 


1,225 


1,262 


Management 




7,525 


Transportation 


7,306 


Inventory 


35,623 


3,562 


New Hires 


5,652 




Production 


11,911 


12,268 


Alt. Training 


1,149 


1.183 


Totals 


101,373 


25,800 



FY-93 


FY-94 


FY.95 


TOTAL 








9,930 








19,802 








8,775 


1,300 


1339 


1,379 


6,504 


7,751 


7,983 


8,223 


38,789 


3,672 


3,786 


3,903 


50,546 






5,652 


12,636 


13,015 


13,406 


63,237 


1.219 


L252 


Lm 


6.099 


25,578 


27,378 


28,204 


209,334 



SAVINGS: 
ELEMENTS 

MILCON 
BOS 
Totals 

NET SAVINGS: 



FY-91 FY-92 
5,910 

1.600 1.648 

7,510 1,648 

(93,863) (24,152) 



FY-93 FY-94 

1.697 1.747 

1,697 1,747 

(24,881) (25,631) 



FY-95 TOTAL 

5,910 

1.799 M21 
1,799 14,401 

(26,405) (194,932) 



Notes: 1. Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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PROS 



- Enhances interservicing 
CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 

- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command stracture 

- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 

- Could lose organic surge capabilities 

- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 

- Savings questionable 

- Could eliminate competition for major end items 

- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 

- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 

- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 

- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 

* Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 

- Increases transportation costs 

- Increases equipment maintenance turnaround time 

- Disruptive to work force 

- Increases overhead costs 

- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 

- Could eliminate up to 60 percent of the total current workload 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
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Alternative D Individual Service Managgment ( ff Weapon STStem Platfonnf; in "Centers 9f 
F.irrellence" with DLR's. Cnmnonents a n d Non-Weanon System Equipment COPSgHdaM W 
,<ffnplP Senrire "Centers of ExceUence" 

In conjunction with individual using services depot maintenance management of weapon system 
platfomis (as in Alternative A), depot level reparables (DLRs) and components and nonweapon 
system equipment wiU be consolidated via a "center of exceUence" concept, in most cases in a 
single service. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

After Alternative A, this alternative has the least disruptive impact on the Marine Corps 
maintenance process. Our maintenance centers provide total weapon system repair of the 
principal end items and their associated components. The maintenance centers support not only 
depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort 
by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance 
(overflow). Any reduction to this maintenance cj?>abiUty wiU direcUy impact the readiness of 
our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground 
combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to 
be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of weq)on systems and the smaU 
numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as 
necessary maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. 
To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different coinmodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to rapidly 
realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabiUties in support of die National MiUtary Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed wUl 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Horida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance CouncU (DDMC) workload 
consoUdation study, the Marine Corps would not sustain any savings by moving workload out 
of Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service faciUties. Furthermore, this ^oach 
could jeopardize our military effectiveness. 
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Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his 
Tide 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Although not the most desirable alternative for the Marine Corps, this is a viable alternative. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative^ how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, *Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our we^n 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Coips currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/IPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would ^ply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constramts, and quickly adsqpting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to niinimize Headquarters* 
overhead. Our current Headquarters* overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility wotdd require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-conflgured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
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same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to ad^t to quickly changmg 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must mclude 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long teim business efficiencies to be gained by this altemaliye? 

ReaUgnment of the relatively smaU amount of workload (4.5 percent secondary depot level 
reparables) performed at the maintenance centers would not have a substantial impact on overaU 
DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or significandy reduce the overhead wiAin Ae 
Marine Corps. We wiU continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two 
Marine Corps maintenance centers and will propose changes and reaUgnments as ^opnate. 



PROS 



- Enhances interservicing 

- AUows the Commandant to fulfill his Tide 10 responsibihues 

- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command stracture 

- Marine Corps retains depot maintenance "core" capability for principd end items 

- Retains organic surge c^abiUties as demonstrated during Desert Shield/Storm and m 

continuous support of MPF eu- i^/c*^«« 

- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated durmg post-Desert Shield/Storm 

- Retains competition for principal end items 

Least disraptive to woik force 



CONS 



- Reduces direct support to FMF operational requirements 

- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirement 

- Some additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipehne 

- Some increased transportation costs :*u^™™« 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will be available for utilization to increase readiness 

- Loss of a center of exceUence would result in the total loss of total DoD capabilty 

- Enviromental regulations at center of excellence sites could result in increased mamtenance 
turn around time 
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Aitemativi^ E rnnsolidatinii of Similai^Common Platforms, PLR's. ComPOMPtS mi J^Offi- 
Wf apffffl i^YStfr? TftmPftni^nf^ ^'"P'*^ Rirccutiv<> Service 

In conjunction with single service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
system platforms (as in Alternative C ), depot level reparable (DLRs) and components and 
nonweapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept. In most 
cases, this wDl be a single service but not necessarily the same single service that manages the 
weapon system. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Servicers maintenance process? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels of maintenance by 
segregating the maintenance management of principal end items and secondary depot reparable 
(see Marine Corps issue paper on maintenance policy and procedures). Our maintenance centers 
provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated components. 
The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine 
Corps intermediate level maintenance by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity 
of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction to maintenance capability will 
directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the 
majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific 
commodities. This has proven to be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of 
weapon systems and the small numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced 
the inspect and repair only as necessary (IROAN) maintenance concept vice the traditional total 
overhmil focus of depot maintenance. To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center 
personnel are cross-trained to work on a variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross- 
training provides the flexibility to rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF 
requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in are recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) worldoad 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach of 
the Marine Corps jeopardize our military effectiveness. 
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Maintaining command and control maintenance centers aUows the Commandant to satisfy 
National MiUtaiy Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this aiteraatiye realistic? 

This alternative would be cost prohibitive, ineffective, and unmanageable due to the large number 
of low density multi-commodity items which would require interservicing. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting piiorities, service unique equipments, Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

Hie Marine Coips has a streamlined, cenoralized logistics command stracture that provides the 
flexibiUty to quickly reaUgn resources to satisfy the National MiUtary Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes contirol of logistics elements to ^^"^^f 
redundancy whUe providing a single point of contact for operational commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agem 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/TPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibiUty for which the Marme 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, withm fiscal 
constiaints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of confUct are proven 
capabiUties of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizmg 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance managemem for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agem. Our philosophy of pushmg the 
responsibUity and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters 
overhead Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest m 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

-Die Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A smgie manager rmm 
guarantee that surge c^abilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers durmg Desert 
Shield/Stonn This flexibiUty would require the single manager to concurrendy support umque 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in smaU quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



J-22 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long teim business efnciencies to be gained by this altemaiiye? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less dian 1 percent of the total FY 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or significandy reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparable, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 
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SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 
DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 



COSTS: 



YEAR CLOSED 




ELEMENTS 


FY-91 


FY-92 


Move IPE 


9,930 




IVIOVC/ OCVCl 


19,802 




People 






FaClilllCo 


8,775 




Weapon System 


1^225 


1,262 


Management 




7,525 


Transportation 


7306 


inveiuory 


35 623 


3,562 


New Hires 


5,652 




Production 


11,911 


12,268 


Ait. Training 


1.149 


1.183 


Totals 


101,373 


25,800 


SAVINGS: 






ELEMENTS 


FY-91 


FY-92 


MILCON 


5,910 




BOS 


1,600 


1,648 


Totals 


7,510 


1,648 


NET SAVINGS: 


(93,863) 


(24,152) 



FY-93 


FY-94 


FY-95 


TQTAL 

9,930 
19,802 

8,775 


1,300 


U39 


1,379 


6,504 


7,751 
3,0/2 


7,983 


8,223 
? 903 


38,789 
50,546 
5,652 


12,636 
1,219 
25,578 


13,015 
1,255 
27,378 


13,406 

L222 
28,204 


63,237 

0,099 
209,334 


FY-93 


FY-94 


FY-95 


TOTAL 

5,910 


imi 

1,697 


1,747 
1,747 


L222 
1,799 


8,491 
14,401 



(24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 



Notes: 1. Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



J-24 



PROS 



- Enhances interservicing 
CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 

- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command stmcture 

- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 

- Could lose organic surge capabilities 

- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 

- Could eliminate competition for major end items and depot level reparable 

- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 

- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 

- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 

- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 

- No cost savings would be realized 

- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 

- Increases transportation costs 

- Increases overhead costs 

- Increases personnel costs 

- Increases production costs 

- Increases facilities costs 

- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 

- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current worikload 

- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 

- Dismptive to the work force 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 

- Environmental regulations at "center of excellence" facilities will result in increased 
maintenance tumarotmd time for customers 

- Loss of a center of excellence could result in the loss of a total DoD capability 
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^ItmatiTf F rnnsolidation 

Consolidate aU depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. This 
alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual weapon systems, 
DLRs and components, and non weapon system equipment could be maintained orgamcally, 
contracted out, or a combination of both. Individual depots could be organic or government 
owned, contractor operated (GOCO). 

Effectiveness: What are the impacte of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Serviced maintenance process? 

The measurement of effectiveness for the Marine Coiips cannot be detemiined without defining 
the organizational structure of the DoD controlled depot maintenance agency and their vision of 
the future of maintenance within the Marine Corps. 

Are you willing to accept-some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitmente 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retamed. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps wiU be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement m Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters m Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Phiiq)pines. 

Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National MiUtary Strategy requirements while effectively exercismg 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This altemative may be realistic from a centralized management point of view; but, in fact, with 
the distinctive missions of each service, it becomes unrealistic to implement. It adds layermg and 
decreases the ability of service chiefs to maintain control of their resources as well as to and 
influence their services' readiness. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this altemative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command stnicture that provides the 
flexibiUty to quickly teaUgn resources to satisfy the National MiUtary Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to elmunate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
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small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/TPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service dq)Ot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to nunirnize Headquarters* 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agenl/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Stoim. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrendy support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efflciencies to be gained by this alternative? 

From a purely business perspective, this appears to be an efficiency based on centralized 
management concepts. But, from a user's perspective, ttiis is creating additional management 
layers which will cause inefficiencies through layering. Any savings which may be realized 
through the reduction in individual service headquarters management overhead will, in fact, 
increase costs in other overhead areas such as materiel management. It is questionable that the 
Marine Corps would realize a reduction in headquarters management overhead due to the fact that 
we are extremely streamlined in the management of our maintenance facilities. 

PROS 
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^ Centralizc?s DoD management 

- On^ the DoD level it hiay produce savings Mt^ head^arteis^brganizatidn^^^ 



- Would prohibk Uie^ Coi^^ 

- . Marine Corps [could lose its centraMd IdgiStics bi*iS^a *stiiaittfe * ' * •'^ 
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Alternative G Commercialize Maintenance 



Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service or DoD level. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new systems throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

Reliance on private industry to support the Marine Corps total maintenance workload would 
jeopardize our ability to retain readiness at the level which must be maintained to support the 
"force-in-readiness" mission. The imcertainties of private industry to support our dynamic 
workload changes, as we are able to do today, will drastically affect our mission and readiness. 
We see only the decrease in military effectiveness with this alternative. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the Conunandant 
to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements and effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Implementation of this alternative is not realistic. Private industry has neither the industrial base 
nor the desire to support maintenance for the Marine Corps. Our small portion of the total DoD 
workload requirement consists of small quantities of low dollar value items. Contracting out 
costs would be excessive as compared to the current organic costs. Also, contracting of workload 
does not accommodate the frequent instantaneous requirement changes required to support our 
mission. Any amendment to the contract would increase the cost. This alternative is totally 
unacceptable due to cost and nonavailability of the industrial base capability. 
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If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

nie Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command stracture that provides the 
flexibility to quickly reaUgn resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to ebmmate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in conroarison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/TPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibiUty for which the Manne 
Corps is noted Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readmess withm fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of cornet are Pioven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would contmue to be on optmuzmg 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance inanagement for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushmg fte 
responsibiUty and authority down to the lowest level aUows us to mimmize Headq««««^ 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest m 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive firom our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobihzation and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid ^Xt^ 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps mamtenance centers durmg Desert 
Shield/Stonn. This flexibiUty would require the single manager to concurrently support umque 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short nmiaround tmies and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the abdity to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to ad^t to quickly ch^gmg 
enviromnents is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expendimres and must mclude 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 
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Efficiencies: Are there nearer long teiro business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The Marine Corps does not see any near or long term business efficiencies to be gained from 
the implementation of this alternative. 

PROS 

- Increases contracting out of workload to private industry 
CONS 

- Industrial base is not sufficient to support the DoD maintenance requirements 

- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 

- Eliminates Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" c^ability 

- Would lose organic surge C25)abilities 

- Could eliminate competition for major end items and DLRs 

- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 

- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 

- No cost savings would be realized 

- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 

- Increases transportation costs 

- Increases overhead costs 

- Increases personnel costs 

- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 

- Disruptive to the work force 

- Materiel readiness would probably decrease 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20330 



8 0 OCT 1992 



MEMORANDUM FOR JCS/J-4 (Depot Consolidation Study) 

SUBJECT: USAF Assessments of the JCS Depot Consolidation 
Al ternat i ves 

The attached documents are provided as requested. My 
POC is Lt Col Morrill (AF/LGMM, 73523). 



^ — -Trevor a. hammond, Lt Gen, usaf 
Deputy Chief of Staff /Log i st ics 



2 Atch 

1. USAF Asmt of Dep Alts 

2. AF Depot Maint Summary 
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APPENDIX K 



AIR FORCE ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 
PREFACE 

As the world evolves, the DOD's organic depot maintenance structure must evolve so it will 
continue to best support military readiness, sustainabiUty, and regeneration-all of which are 
key Service roles most directly supporting the Services' core missions. 

Some of the alternatives below reflect conservative responses to this need for evolution. 
While the Services are rightfully conservative or evolutionary entities, they must also be 
progressive if not revolutionary in anticipating and responding to change. For this reason, 
alternatives that reflect any variation on the status quo are unacceptable. 

In selecting an alternative in response to this change, the Services must serve three masters: 
national security, economics, and poUtics. Foremost, the nation's orgamc Service depot 
maintenance system must support its customers-the Base Force collectively~m peacetime, 
contingencies, and war. 

Within constraints iiiq)osed by this ^ropriately preeminent national security focus, the 
Service depot system must be economically viable and progressive such that Service depot 
operating costs are continuaUy reduced relative to production. Two points are key. 

First the difference between private and pubUc sector "business" is often misunderstood or 
underappreciated. Private sector business activities are profit and market share oriented. 
They depend on having production capabilities which duplicate but improve upon a 
competitor's capabilities-thereby permitting them to gain market share and dominance ovm 
another. Conversely, public sector "business" activities are not typically profit onented. Hieir 
object is to break even, reduce costs, and increase quaUty and throughput-while proving 
"products" ranging from aircraft landing gear to "national security." In short, they seek to 
avoid duplicate capabilities. 

Second in deciding to close a Service depot, environmental costs are not considered. These 
costs a^e neither included in this study nor a factor in the Base Realignment And Qosure 
(BRAC) process-even though such costs are often of a magnitude that would make an 
instaUation's closure fiscally imprudent. For example, the environmental clean up costs 
associated with closing the Sacramento Air Logistics Center range from $2-10 biUion. 

In addition to military and economic factors, those restructuring the Service depot system 
must also be responsive to the concerns and interests of Members of Congress, especially as 
they relate to the impact instaUation closures, faciUty and equipment divesnmre, streamlmmg, 
and workload consolidation and transfer have on jobs in a Member's state or distnct. 
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The DOD Service depot system restructuring alternatives below reflect a range of approaches. 
Some are variations on a status quo. Others—one in particular-is disturbing in that it 
continues the unfortunate trend of divesting the Services of their ability to provide for their 
own readiness, sustainability, and regeneration. Since the inception of the military 
departments, these were key Service roles in support of core Service missions. This 
disturbing trend is manifest in Alternative "F"-the so-called "Defense Depot Maintenance 
Agency." This alternative reflects a lack of ^reciation of the critical differences between 
private and public sector business processes, and a lack of appreciation of the military 
necessity for the Services to field and support a total force structure that is combat ready, 
sustainable, and capable of regeneration. This alternative is one more example of an 
increasing number of Defense agencies, agencies whose unconstrained growth has resulted in 
the de facto creation of a "fifth Service." 

With the JCS-sponsored Defense Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study, the Department of 
Defense and its component Services have an opportunity to posture themselves to best support 
national security needs via increasingly efficient means as they achieve increasingly 
economical defense operations. Given the rapidly evolving political-military-economic 
environment, the status quo is clearly too litde too late. However, the "Defense Depot 
Maintenance Agency" reflects the opposite extreme— the trend toward extreme centralization, 
the inappropriate division of the integrated responsibilities concerned with fielding and 
sustaining ready forces, and the continued unconstrained growth of defense agencies in size 
and number— witness the Defense Logistics Agency. 

Given these factors, it is likely most appropriate to continue to vest in the Services the 
responsibilities and resources they need to organize, train, and equip ready, sustainable forces 
capable of responding to any situation affecting the national security of the United States. 
These roles and responsibilities must be carried out in a progressive and aggressive maimer 
pursuing business economies and efficiencies appropriate to public sector defense production 
activities. In this regard, Alternative "E" clearly offers the greatest short and long term 
opportunities and benefits. 
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Altemaiive A TlUliYitllflffl ^'^"^i'-* Management 



Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with DMRD 908 actions 
to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reducing depot maintenance staffs { 
higher headquarters, increasing conq)etition, teaming with private industry for 
remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of direct labor work force, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the Base 
ReaUgnment And Qosure (BRAC) process. Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
will provide management oversight. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts on the militaiy effectiveness of your Services' 
maintenance process? 

This alternative results in few progressive improvements to the effectiveness of the Air 
Force's maintenance process since it essentially preserves the states quo. Capabilities and 
facilities remain within the current maintenance management strucmre. However, using 
Service-controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary 
improvements and constant turbulence across the spectrum of activities. This stams quo 
alternative continues current depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g., the Integrated 
Weapons System Management (IWSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's fuU implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the '^Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-caUed "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainabiUty, and 
leconstimtion reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is tliis alternative realistic? 

No. Since this alternative essentially continues status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this alternative is no longer viable. 
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If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative^ how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
•Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 

Are there near or long term efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from competition, and the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military EflTectiveness: Vto. 

This alternative retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services* unique 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated We^on System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Excellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and technology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this alternative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed core workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff 
reductions resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs— which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems/platforms) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: H*o. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which reduces 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots may improve processes and become more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 
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Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occur 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workloads and persomiel ^^jP^^J^^J'^,^^^; 
Workload that is contracted will result in continued government vulnerabihty to labor disputes 
and contractors' demonstrated difficulty in responding to surge requirements--as was seen m 
Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance capabilmes is ^^"f^^^^ 
Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time consuming, and do not guarantee any 
return on investment for the depot(s) competing. 
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Alternative B tndividnal Scivice Man agement ^Consolidation into ''CePtelS itf-ExceUgQCe^') 



Under individiral using Service management, weapon systems/platforms, DLRs, components, 
and non-weapon system eqiiipment would be consolidated into "Centers of Excellence" within 
the using Service to the maximum extent possible, but could be also performed by a 
contractor or, in exceptional cases, in an other Service's facility. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts on the militaiy effectiveness of your Sen^ices* 
maintenance process? 

This alternative results in few significant improvements to the effectiveness of the Air Force's 
tnaintenance process since it essentially preserves the status quo. Capabilities and facilities 
remain within the current maintenance management stracture. However, using Service- 
controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary improvements 
and constant turbulence across the spectrum of activities. This alternative continues current 
depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g;, the Integrated Weapons System 
Management (IWSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is Uns alternative realistic? 

No. Since this alternative is essentially a modified status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this alternative is no longer viable. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
*Top-up projects," ete.? 

The Air Force currendy performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 
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Are there Dear or loi^ tenn efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from the competition, the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 



Military EffectiTeness: tto. 

This alternative appropriately retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainabiUty, 
and reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique 
hiaintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of ExceUence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and technology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this alternative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains biUets and critical skills due to 
non-competed workloads, whfle fostering Service-specific depot management staff reductions 
resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainabiUty) costs-which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems^latforms) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
c^ability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 



Business EfHciency: fro. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, conq)etition promotes savings, which can reduce 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots improve processes-thereby becoming more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 

Business Efnciency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occurs. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workload and personnel movement and 
reaUgnment will occur. Workload that is contracted will result in increased government 
vulnerability to labor disputes and contractors' demonstrated difficultiy in responding to surge 
requirements~as was seen in Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance 
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capabilities is expensive. Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time 
consuming-without guaranteeing any return on investment for the depot(s) con^ting. 
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Altemfltive C rnnsoiidat f m ftr iTm ff T? ?t fm i ^I flt flfHT" Seivice "Center fflf 

F-Ycellence" 

Depot maintenance management of common or similar we^nm system platfonns, (e.g., ships, 
large missttes, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by single 
Services. Depot maintenance responsibiUty for Depot Level Reparables (DLR) and 
components (e.g. hydrauUc actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, mertial 
navigation systems) as well as depot maintenance of non-weapon system equipment (e.g. 
automatic test equipment (ATE), ground support equipment, general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be the individual using Services' responsibilities. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on flie militaiy effectiveness of your 
iServices' maintenance process? 

This alternative has no clear miUtary advantage. The potential of dividing the responsibility 
for the maintenance of weapon systems/platforms and exchangeables between smgle and usmg 
Services allows the status quo to continue at component repair depot mamtenance acttvities. 
However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the we^Km system/platform areas. 
Since sustainment of the Base Force would only be inq)roved on the margins, this alternative 
has minimal military value. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's fiill implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainabiUty, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No The implementation of this alternative produces no substantial enhancements to miUtary 
readiness or increases in fiscal benefit. Moreover, U unnecessarily compUcates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service were selected as tiie Executive Agent/Single Manager for tiiis alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quaUty management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected qjphcaaons of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i.e.. Centers ot 
Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 
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facilitated through clear work specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quaUty principles. Priorities and die 
needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer Uaison officers at " 
we^n systean/^latfoim depot repair facilities. 

If your seivice became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manner? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to mcrease product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operatmg costs, and compUance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
^^^It"^^ "^^^^^ sustainabiUty, reconstimtion, priorities, lifecycle data. 

Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consoUdating weapon 
systenv^latform depot maintenance activities. However, such gains would be offset by the 
contmued existence of redundant Service component depot maintenance activities. 

Militaiy Effectiveness: IVo. 

TTus alternative promotes a single focal point for weq)on system^Iatfoim maintenance to 
customers while It allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their 
exchangeables. The retention of critical depot maintenance skills at we^on systemA)latform 
faculties IS a vital mgredient in the surge capabiUty of the faciHty and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentirated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Militaiy Effectiveness: Con. 

TTus alternative divides maintenance managemem responsibiUties, which impairs the Services- 
ability to sustam and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibiUty 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services-resulting in multiple 
mqumes as to the stams of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated 
coniponent rq,air sites, support equipment, DLRs, and componem inventories, remain 
Z^t r?'^ *f .^<««ative does not combine aU elements of maintenance management, 
rtH,?T^?^ resulting from technology insertion initiatives (capability enhancement) are 
reduced at the non-consohdated component depot maintenance faciUties. Thus, overaU 
implementauon is more difficult due to this divided responsibility. 
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Business EfRciency: Vro. 



Consolidation of weapon systems/platforms xrnder an Executive/Single Service reduces the 
we^n system/platform management structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing 
the latter's oveihead expenses. DupUcation of personnel skiUs for weapon system^latform 
depot maintenance are minimized DOD-wide, thereby reducing direct labor required. 
Additionally, consolidation minimizes the dupUcation of ATE and support equipment reqmred 
at weapon system/platform depot maintenance activities. Coital investments necessary for 
weapon systemy^latfoim facilities and equipment are reduced due to the elimination of 
redundant facilities and equipment. However, since this consoUdation does not totally 
eliminate dupUcate functions at losing facilities, savings are diminished. This same rationale 
kppUes to faciUties and equipment maintenance at the losing site. These factors promote 
increased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining weapon system/platform depots, 
which result in reduced customer costs. 



Business EfHciency: Con. 

This alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibiUty is not effective from a business perspective. This is trae since such an approach 
does not confer a uniform level of responsibiUty with either maintenance agent. 
Consequently, dupUcate equipment purchases between Services for components mamtamed by 
using Services continue an uneconomical business practice. 
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Smsh SeryiCft "Centers of Excellenc«>" 

In conjunction witii individual using Services' depot maintenance management of weapon 
system/platfonns (as m Altemative B), Depot Uvel Reparables (DLR). components, and 
non-we^n system equq>ment wiU be consolidated via a "Center of ExceUence" concept in 
most cases a single Service. k > * 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Serviced maintenance process? 

TWs altemative no clear miUtary advantage. The potential of dividing responsibility for 
the mamtenance of weapon systemsyiplatforms and exchangeables between sin^e and using 
Services aUows the stams quo to continue at we^n system^latfomi depot m^enance 
It Sn,.^7T''' " ""Tu ^S^'^^^^ ^nl^^ced support in the component repair 
alternative has minimal military value. a » 

h/lT °!k?° T""* decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be realized by this altemative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 

ZTfoZ^T^ " '^^^^'^ in tuxn^^^rts STase 

Force. So-caUed savmgs" that impair ±e Services' readiness, sustainabiUty and 
reconsutuaon reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

m«HWc! jf^?^"^^"^.^^ °f ^ alternative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readmess or mcreases m fiscal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily compUcates the depot 
repau: prionty process. ^ 

If your SeiTice were selected as the Executive Agent/Single Manager for this altemative, how 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality managemem 

hmZSj f ^P"'^^^^"^ ^ ^"PPort of its customer's ^sions. TTiese 

philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected q,pUcations of our 

ftcmfZ th n T'^^'V'' ^ 1^ <^stomer service relationship would be 

detS specifications/packages that are agreed upon by all parties, and 

detailed customer Jaiowledge as demonstrated in proven quality princijies. Priorities mdTe 
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needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison offices at 
TRC/COE repair facilities. 

If your Seivice became a customer of an Executiye Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from Oat managei? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compUance with agreed-upon woric packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainabiUty, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle 
data, and product quality. 

Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consoHdating component dq>ot 
maintenance at TRC/COE locations. However, such gains would be offset by the continued 
existence of redundant Service weapon system^latform depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: fro. 

This alternative promotes a single focal point for component maintenance to customers while 
it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their weapon 
systems/platform. The retention of critical maintenance skills at component TRC/COE 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the faciUty and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
abiUty to sustain and reconstimte ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services-resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consoUdated weapon 
system/platfbim repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories remain 
unchanged. Since this altemative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion (capabiUty enhancement) initiatives are 
reduced at the non-consolidated weapon system/platfoim depot maintenance facilities. Thus, 
overall implementation is more difficult due to this divided responsibility. 



Business Efficiency: ¥to. 

Consolidation of conqronent repair under an Executive/Single Service reduces the management 
structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing the latter's overhead expenses. 
DupHcation of personnel skills for component depot maintenance are minimized DOD-wide, 
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there^ reducing direct labor required. AdditionaUy, consolidation minimizes the duplication 
of ATE and support equipment required at component TRCs/COEs. Capital investments 
necessary for component depot maintenance facilities and equipment are reduced due to the 
elimination of redundant facilities and equipment. However, since this consoUdation does not 
totaUy eliminate dupUcate functions at losing faciUties, savings are diminished. This same 
rationale ^lies to faciUties and equipment maintenance at the losing sites. These factors 
promote mcreased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining component TRC/COE 
facilities, thereby reducing customer costs. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

This alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibility IS not considered effective from a business perspective. This is true since such 
an approach does not confer a uniform level of responsibiUty with either maintenance agent 
Consequently, dupUcative equipment purchases between Services for we^n 
systems/jplatforms maintained by using Services continue an uneconomical business practice 
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Alterative E rnnsoiidatioli of SiitiihiYronmion P lfltfffrmfi. mrB'fr, rompfti^tnts ^tf ^QH- 

Wi^apnn System nTmP1?if Btf! T^Tlff ffflmP^'' V.^^cutivt^ Service 

In conjunction with single Service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
systemsMatfomis (as in Altemaiive "C"), Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, 
and non-weapon system equipment will be consoUdated via a "Center of Excellence concept. 
In most cases, this will be a single Service, but not necessarily the same smgle Service that 
manages the weapon system. Total weapon system management will continue to be the 
responsibility of the using Service. 

Effectivness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative has clear miUtary advantage. It unites responsibiUty for the maintenance of 
weapon systems/i)latfoims and exchangeables under a unified management structure. This 
significantiy enhances the readiness, sustainment, and reconstimtion of the Base Force on aU 
levels. This ^roach preserves a proven Service capabiUty to organically support its 
combatant forces in peace and in war. This altemative also maintains the basic tenete of 
command and control, with responsibility and execution authority for depot level maintenance 
vested in a single manager. Just as today's interservicing does not alter or restnct a supported 
Service's maintenance process or philosophy, neither will this altemative. Rather, work 
specifications/packages will continue to be used regularly by supported and supportmg 
Services. For the same reason, this altemative does not place at risk any cntical mission item 
for the customer Service-since the single manager functions only as a provider of a depot 
maintenance service (product). 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this altemative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainabiUty, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "HoUow Force of the 1970s. 

Implementation: Is this altemative realistic? 

Yes as this altemative combines the best elements of miUtary effectiveness enhancements and 
public sector business efficiencies. Since it does not include the unnecessarily extreme, 
conservative, or incomplete constracts found in several of the other alternatives under 
consideration, it is easier to understand, implement, and support from pubUc (uniformed) and 
private (contractor) sector perspectives. This altemative also has rapid raiplementation 
potential with the greatest probability for near and long term savings. 
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If your SeiTice were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, seivice unique equipment, 
'Top-up, projects," etc.? i n k 

The Air Force (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management principles and continuous 
process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These philosophies focus on total 
and complete customer satisfaction. Our practice of Air Force weapon system single siting 
and commodity repair at "mCs dupUcate elements of this approach in our system now 
Selected applications of our existing management relationship between weapon 
systemsyi>latfoims ^d TKCs, i.e., "Centers of ExceUence" (COE), would continue to be used. 
This customer Service relationship would be faciUtated through clear work 
specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and detaUed customer knowledge as 
demonstrated m proven quaUty princ5)les. Priorities and the needs associated with special 
projects would be of great interest, and would be fuUy supported by well-defined work 
packages mwnoranda of agreement, <iQminant mnnnrted^^^rvir^ r^pr.. .ntatinn in ..^l.rt.f f 
<;<?mmand and ^ta ff b ^M^ rroprrrionntr tj> that Service', wnrlrln.^ and customer liaison 
officers at we^n system/platfomi and component depot maintenance faciUties. 

If yoiir Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from the manager? -o j»» 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to mciease product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operatmg costs, and compUance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
^^pr^u«"'^2ty ^^"^'^ '^adiness, sustainability. reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data. 

Are tiiere near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by tiiis alternative? 

Yes. This alternative best support current and anticipated DMRD initiatives. It also reduces 
mvestments m duplicate faciUties and equipment, maximizes Executive/Single Service 
flexibility m usmg existing resources, and reduces facility and equipment maintenance through 
consohdation. Moreover it reduces overhead and direct labor costs, and it reduces customer 
coste based on centrahzed weapon system/platfom maintenance, consoUdation of like 
woiMoads under a Technology Repair Center (TRC)/Center of Excellence (COE) focus, and 
workload volunie. Ad^onaUy, this alternative faciUtates seamless technology insertio;s and 
mtegranons wito Ae Services. It also reduces costs by providing a larger ^rkload b4 
over which to distobute expenses. This alternative promotes economies and efficiencies by 
unifying command by commodity and centralizing maintenance management to the component 
level-thus easmg mtegration. Moreover, this alternative standardizes aviation depot 
mamtenance production metrics, and promotes harmonized depot maintenance support of 
several Services aircraft. FinaUy, it reduces the workforce yet retains an expert sUs base 
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Military Effectiveness: fro. 

This alternative appropriately retains support of combatant forces within and by the Services 
vice relinquishing the key Service roles of readiness, sustainabiUty, and reconstitution to non- 
Service staff or contractor activities, or rather than piecemealing such responsibilities to 
disparate organizations. This alternative promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer, thereby reducing support response times--an especially critical benefit during 
contingencies or war. As important, it reduces Service parochialism because representatives 
from the supported Services are assigned to co-manage the Executive/Single Service stracture 
as outlined above. This structure maximizes the flexibiUty of resources while enhancmg 
process control. It also satisfies unique Service requirements for quaUty by keeping 
workloads aUgned with expertise within TRCs/COEs. During production/surge scenarios, it 
aUows more flexibility in workload response, it retains a vital surge capabiKty, and it 
increases throughput of under-utilized facilities. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

Initially, a Service may fear that it may lose control over workloading and priorities. A 
Service may also fear that another Service cannot meet its "unique" depot 
maintenance/modification needs, and that another Service wiU end up "managing" its total 
weapon system/platform. Finally, a Service may be concerned that its optempo and 
maintenance phHosophy will be unacceptably altered, and that it wiU lose command billets. 

Business EflRciency: Vro. 

This alternative meets the test of current and likely DMRDs. From a national objective 
perspective, this alternative clearly maximizes DOD flexibility in using its resources. It also 
provides a single, uniformed customer focal point, lowers overhead cost, and minimizes 
proliferation of support equipment and faciUties. From an economic perspective, it reduces 
customer costs based on volume/economies of scale, reduces expenditures for dupUcate 
equipment, maximizes cost-benefits from technology insertion, and it lowers 
faciUties/equipment maintenance cost. While achieving infrastracture-rclated benefits, it also 
retains critical skills, reduces the overhead to direct labor ratio, provides more opportumties 
for productivity and efficiency initiatives, and increases throughput to meet surge and 
mobilization requirements of customers. It also provides a unified source of depot 
maintenance support by major we^ns system^latfoim, DLRs, etc. In doing so, it 
centralizes weapons system management of maintenance production to the component level, 
thereby improving the DOD's abiUty to deal with integration issues. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Divestiture of DOD industrial installations may be difficult (a Base Realignment And Qosure 
task). Moreover, morale and productivity problems result from Reductions in Force (RIF), 
which follow from workload consolidation and transfer. 
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ALTERNATTVF. F p^p f- Qpsolidatinn 

Consolidate aU depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. 
This alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual 
we^ns systems. Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, and non-we^n system 
equipment could be maintained organicaUy, contracted out, or a combination of both. 
Individual depots could be organic or government-owned/ contractor-operated (GOCO). 

Effectivness: What are the impacts of this altemative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

ITiis altemative has no clear miHtary advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This ^roach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Sigmficantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inmpropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. 

Are you wilUng to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savines 
could be realized by fliis alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's fuU implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
^sociated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in him supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstimtion reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "HoHow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this altemative can be implemented, it is not realistic in that this ^roach inhibits the 
services from orgamcaUy supporting their own combatant forces' logistics requirements. This 
alternative puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy by separating the 
responsibiUty for executing the mission from the responsibility (cq>ability) to sustain forces 
supportmg the mission. 

If your Service were selected as tite Executive Agenl/Single Manager for fliis alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects", etc.? -i i r •» 

Since Ais altemative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
Agent/Smgle Manager for this altemative, this question is not applicable. 
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If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manner, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product througlqmt and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduce 
operating costs, and comply with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must support a 
customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, and 
product quality. 

Are fliere near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots as per 
Alternatives D or E. Actually, it decrements any efficiencies due to the likely vertical nature 
of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead labor that would result from 
its inq>lemaitation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used as a model. 

Militaiy Effectiveness: Fro. 

This alternative promotes single focal point for the customer. It potentially can result in the 
standardization of processes and data management systems which, in turn, can result in 
expedited support of fielded forces. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agMicy. 
Significantly, this concert violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. The addition of a depot maintenance 
manj^ement agency external to the Services creates an overhead function that further 
compUcates an already complex OSD-JCS-DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This 
unnecessary overhead layer could prompt bureaucratic responses to Service priority chang^ 
and directly impact (impair) readiness. Further, while economic considerations are key, this 
alternative presupposes that they should consistently prevail over military effectiveness and 
support of the Base Force. 

Business Efficiency: Tto. 

This alternative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Biecutive/Single Service £qpproach. 
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Business Efficiency: Con. 



No long term economies and efficiencies are involved beyond the abiUty to consoUdate depots 
as per Alternative E. In fact, this alternative decrements any economies and efficiencies due 
to the likely vertical nature of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead 
labor that would result from its implementation-if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used 
as a model. In the management area, oversight of this central agency is ambiguous. Potential 
mcreases in contract oversight requirements would occur if GOCO/contractois were selected 
as die consolidated faciUties. This alternative in no way reflects the lean/flat business 
organization concepts that have proven to be most competitive and efficient-compare a 
General Motors with a far leaner and more profitable Ford Motor Con5)any. 
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ArTKRNAnvE G Commercialigie MaiBtenMtt 



Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be 
maintained at either the Service or DOD level. The ultimate goal would be to include 
contract maintenance as part of the we^on system/platform acquisition costs of new systems 
throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

Implementation of this alternative puts at risk the military effectiveness of the United States. 
This alternative offers no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or 
reconstitution of miUtary forces. Similarly, this approach removes the Services' ability to 
organically support their combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an 
external, non-military agency. As is the case with Alternative F, this concept violates basic 
tenets of command and control, and in^ropriately divides responsibiUty and execution 
authority. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's ftiU implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitotion reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "HoUow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this alternative can be implemented, it further distances the Services' combatant forces 
from its combat service support. This untenable military support structure is not realistic in 
that it inhibits the Services' from organically supporting combatant forces' logistics 
requirements. This alternative clearly puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy 
by separating the responsibiUty for executing the mission (Services) from the responsibility 
(capability) to sustain forces siqjporting the mission (disparate commercial activities). 

If your Seivice were selected as the Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, seivice unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects", ete.? 

Since this alternative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, this question is not applicable. 
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If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's ~ 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are anticipated. In fact, efficiency decrements are likely due to the 
public-private contractual ("arms length") relationship, increased organizational distance 
between the contractor(s) and the customers (supported Services), and the likely dramatic 
increases in oveifaesfi labor that would result from requirements preparation, proposal 
evaluation, contract oversight, and potential litigation. 

Militaiy Eifectiveness: IVo. 

This alternative does not enhance military effectiveness. 
Militaiy Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Department of Defense's ability to organically 
support its combatant forces and instead solely vests this core Service role to private sector 
contractors. The structure implied by this altemative is less flexible in response to dynamic 
mission requirements and is not responsive to mobilization. There is significant potential for 
mission impact if the overhaul contractor(s) is owned or purchased by foreign interests. 
Significantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and in^ropiiately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. In addition, it is not axiomatic that solely by 
transferring individual organic depot maintenance capability to contractors, DOD/Service 
effectiveness and USAF efficiency will be increased. Moreover, the addition of a contractor 
management agency external to the Services creates ao additional oveiliead function largely 
responsible for contract "monitorship" further complicating an already complex OSD-JCS- 
DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This unnecessary overhead layer could prompt a 
bureaucratic response to Service priority changes and directly impact (impair) readiness. 
Further, while economic considerations are key, this altemative is based on the notion that 
private sector depot maintenance activities are more cost effective than are their organic 
Service counterparts-witness recent aviation depot maintenance contracts won by Service 
depots over their private sector competitors. 
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Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This alternative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service ^roach. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and effici«icies are involved. In fact, this alternative decrements 
any economies and efficiencies due to the likely convoluted organizational strucmre of the 
resulting oversight ("monitorship") organization. Moreover, dramatic mcreases in overhead 
labor would potentially result from its implementation. This alternative in no way reflects the 
lean/flat business organization concepts proven to be most con?>etitive and efficient-compare 
General Motors with a leaner and profitable Ford Motor Ckwnpany. Additionally, if this 
approach were to fail, the expense necessary to reconstimte the.DOD depot mamtenance 
infrastracture would be prohibitively expensive, and the schedule to accomplish the same 
would extend far beyond any potential conflict-driven response time. 



K-24 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 




Commandant 
US Coast Guard 



21 00 Second Street SW 
Washington. DC 20593 
Staff Symbol: g-eae 



Phone: (202)267-0184 



United States 
Coast Guard 



0 3 NOV 1S92 



From: 
To: 



Commandant 

Chairman, Executive Working Group, JCS Depot Maintenance 
Consolidation Study 



Subj: COAST GUARD ANALYSIS OF THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVES 

1. Provided as enclosure (1) Is the Executive Summary of the 
Coast Guard's position on the seven alternatives for 
consolidating service depot maintenance. Enclosure (2) Is our 
detailed analysis of each alternative. 

2. Our role In a future shared maintenance scheme Is driven by 
two basic realities. First, we want to continue and possibly to 
expand our Inter service role. Second, because we are small it is 
virtually impossible for us to absorb large portions of selected 
depot level maintenance along single platform or component lines. 
The danger of becoming overextended would threaten quality and 
our ability to meet interservlce commitments on time and within 
budget . 

3. I see the Coast Guard's part in the resultant alignment as a 
willing participant but measured by our capabilities. I also 
believe that the resultant structure will ultimately reflect the 
special expertise resident in the various services. There are 
three areas where I believe the Coast Guard can make a 
comfortable and realistic fit. As a customer, we would like to 
see more aviation components interservlced and believe that the 
Navy shipyards have the capacity to provide depot level repair of 
our 378 High Endurance Cutters and our Polar Class Icebreakers. 
As a provider, the Coast Guard Yard can provide depot level 
repairs for a community of interservlce watercraft under 3000 
tons and 200 feet LOA in the range from Hatteras to New York. In 
all three the advantage of price must be demonstrated. 

4. The Coast Guard looks forward t^^a successful outcome of this 
most Important effort. / / 




p. A r BUNCH 
Chief, Office of Engineering, 
Logistics and Development 



End: 



( 1 ) Executive Summary 

(2) Analysis of Seven Alternatives 
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APPENDIX L 
COAST GUARD ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 



Alternative ^ ^1lfnTri^1T?f f^'rvicf Management 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process?" 

This alternative assumes an accelerated DMRD 908 process. The Coast Guard, an agency 
within the Department of Transportation, is not within the scope of DMRD 908. 
ConceptuaUy, the Coast Guard has long leUed upon actions that DMRD 908 directs DOD 
services to implement. Coast Guard depot maintenance is dependent upon commercial and 
DOD activities. Coast Guard organic depot maintenance cannot meet the needs of our service 
without commercial and DOD support. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Any attempt to increase the Coast Guard depot infrastracture to meet all Coast Guard depot 
maintenance requirements would reduce our operational effectiveness. The total Coast Guard 
depot maintenance requirements are not large enough to justify the cq)ital investment 
necessary for total organic depot repair. This investment would suboptimize resource 
allocation within the Coast Guard. 

Implementation: Js this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but greater savings are possible if Centers of Excellence among the services were 
created, and if DOD cost competitiveness and pricing models for agencies external to DOD 
were improved. 

If your service was selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for fliis alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable to this alternative. 

> 

If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable to this alternative. 
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Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but more economies and responsive support to the Coast Guard are possible under other 
alternatives. 

Comment 

The Coast Guard has moved beyond internal depot maintenance. A large percentage of our 
workload, including HC-130H aircraft Programmed Depot Maintenance, most of our aviation 
component depot level repair, most of our boat depot level repair and major cutter shipyard 
availabilities, is conduced in DOD and commercial activities. We seek improvements that 
make DOD depots a more competitive source of depot repair. 
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Alternative B T^Tf iyjHnal Seivigg Management fConsoHdation jptp "CfflferS flL EXwHtffitt") 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The Coast Guard's operational effectiveness would be greatly reduced if this alternative was 
implemented. While the Coast Guard already has consolidated depots, one for aviation 
maintenance and one for vessel maintenance, we rely upon external commercial and DOD 
sources for most of our depot maintenance. Coast Guard facilities are optimized for the 
workload that they can best execute, and to mesh with our heavy use of external depot 
maintenance. Production that requires heavy cq>ital investment or high levels of throughput 
is outsourced. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by tbis alternative? 

The Coast Guard cannot afford the investment necessary for this alternative. 

Implementation: Is tiiis alternative realistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this altenialive, hoi 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," ete? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not qyplicable for this alternative. 

EfHciencies: Are tbere near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, this alternative does not allow the Coast Guard to optimize what we do best, and 
consolidate our workload with external sources where ^ropriate. 
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Comment 

This alternative would provide benefits to an organization that is much larger than the Coast 
Guard, and that had an CTUSting depot system with duplicative capabilities and excess edacity. 
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AltomativB C r^m^m^Tf- Trmm ffTfifrm f!ntfftrrrff \m T^'-* Rprvic^ "Centers of 
Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on tiie militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative, if fully implemented, would degrade Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 
Full implementation would require Navy support of our High Endurance Cutters and 
Icebreakers, Air Force support of our fixed wing aircraft. Army support of our rotary wing 
aircraft, and possible Coast Guard support of all smaU (less than 3000 tons) vessels for all 
services. The Coast Guard workload gained from DOD would dominate our internal vessel 
workload and overwhelm our shipyard and infrastructure. The result would be an improper 
focus of our maintenance community on service to DOD rather than supporting Coast Guard 
operations. The Coast Guard HC-130H fleet is already supported by the Air Force. Coast 
Guard HU-25A/B/Cs and HH-65As, which comprise most of Coast Guard aviation, are 
commercial derivative, foreign sourced aircraft unique to the Coast Guard. We have built a 
depot system to support these two platforms that has progressed upon the learning curve for 
these midlife systems. HH-60J support via a Center of Excellence is possible, but a recent 
Coast Guard smdy concluded that conq>onent and airframe crash repair should be conducted 
in DOD facilities, while the labor intensive basic airframe depot maintenance is most 
economically conducted organically. Our experience in seeking DOD depot maintenance for 
our platforms is that we cannot afford to pay DOD depot costs. 

A partial implementation of this alternative may be desired. The Coast Guard would continue 
to seek the lowest cost source of depot maintenance for our platforms (High Endurance 
Cutters, Icebreakers and aircraft) from all sources including DOD Center of Excellence. 
Vessel depot maintenance would need to be consistent with the Coast Guard's Homeport 
Policy. The Coast Guard could become the Center of Excellence for repair of DOD 
watercraft under 3000 tons and 200 feet LOA at the Coast Guard Yard. Repair candidates 
would be limited to those within the geogr^hic range from Hatteras north to New York. The 
vessel owning service would continue to provide program oversight, planning, specification 
and work package development, etc. The Coast Guard Yard would provide repair services 
under an interservice agreement with the service customer as part of the Yard's normal depot 
maintenance support for the Coast Guard fleet. The total combined interservice repair and 
Coast Guard fleet depot level maintenance support would be constrained by the capacity of 
the Coast Guard Yard. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard is willing to accept the decrement inherent in the partial miplementation 
described above. We are not willing to accept the large decrement inherent in full 
implementation. 
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Implementation: Is this altematiye realistic? 

Only for the partial implementation described above. Full implementation of a Coast Guard 
Center of Excellence for small vessels would overwhelm our Naval Engineering program. 
Coast Guard platforms should only receive platform depot maintenance at DOD Centers of 
Excellence when these facilities are cost competitive. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this aiternatiye, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g*, setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Workload for the Coast Guard Yard is scheduled at capacity through 1995. After that, 
interservice workload could be phased in. Total workload mix of Coast Guard and 
interservice repairs would be negotiated and set in advance. The Yard plans its workload in 
detail in the near term (12 months) based on long term customer commitments. A five year 
long term workload plan assiures individual project flow, prioritization and preparation. 
Overall platform management would remain with the customer service. The Yard would 
work with all its customers to assure that total needs are met within its facility and staffing 
constraints. 

The Yard has a good record in managing emergencies and special requirements both within 
the Coast Guard and with other government agencies. These are addressed on an individual 
basis; and if there is a fit with existing workload, workforce, trade mix, and facilities, the 
work is accepted. 

There are several limitations on the Yard. First, the capacity of its two floating drydocks is 
fixed. Although they came from the Navy, these WWII vintage assets are no longer Navy 
certified. Technically, they cannot handle Navy vessels without a waiver. The Yard plans to 
replace both drydocks in 1996 with a shiplift which will transfer ships ashore to an upland 
area close to the industrial ship complex. Since repair work will not have to compete for 
available floating drydock space, emergencies will be more readily accommodated. Capacity 
at the Yard would then be constrained only by workforce unless the Coast Guard can obtain 
relief from existing personnel ceilings. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

More than any other element, the Coast Guard is sensitive to cost. Budget constraints would 
make it difficult for the Coast Guard to participate in support that is more expensive than our 
current system of organic, commercial and interservice depot maintenance. Coast Guard 
cutters and aircraft do not need, nor can we afford, the expensive technical in&astracture 
necessary to support nuclear ships and high performance tactical aircraft. If Coast Guard 
platforms were transferred to DOD Centers of Excellence for depot maintenance, processes 
would need to be established to ensure appropriate resource allocation, especially during 



L-7 



mobilization. The Coast Guard, and other customers, should have the opportumty to place 
ioint staff at the faciUties conducting their work. These positions should have management 
rather than liaison, responsibilities over joint workload. OveraU platform management should 
remain with the Coast Guard and other customers. 

Coast Guard High Endurance Cutters and Icebreakers currently receive commercial shipyard 
support. Except for two High Endurance Cutters, all operate on the U.S. West Coast. 
However all cutters are subjea to the Coast Guard's geogr^hic restrictions which could Imut 
the Naval shipyards under consideration for support. There are 12 High Endurance Cutters 
and 2 Icebreakers. In terms of each class' depot maintenance cycle, the number of cutters 
undergoing repairs annually averages about five. As with Navy ships, schedules are set well 
in advance. Because all work is perforaied commercially, the windows of opportumty for 
docking becomes part of the bid criteria in our selection process. As a customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration in scheduling repairs for these cutters as Navy 
vessels. Since we are dealing with a small number of Naval shipyards and five ships per 
year the scheduling process should be better than commercial sources. This would however, 
require close coordination with the Navy in setting our priorities. Except for the Icebreakers 
which are Coast Guard unique, the needs for special or peculiar technical support are largely 
non existent. Emergencies always present problems, but as a steady customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration and concern in fitting such a need mto existmg 
schedules as would occur in the private sector or for a Navy vessel. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long teim business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but significant disruptions of all parties' business practices would occur in transition. 
Comments 

The Coast Guard beUeves that our mix of platform and componem workload is better served 
by Alternative D. 
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Attematiy^ D fodiytdual Service Manapement of Weapon System Platfonns in "renters nf 
g^C^H^ffCe" with DLR^^. Components and Non- Weapon System Eqnipmi^nt Cnnignl^^fflt^ftf '^^ 
Single Service "Centers of Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would maximize Coast Guard operational effectiveness for a given level of 
resources. The most opportune target for increased interservice support of Coast Guard 
requirements is in increasing DOD depot level repair of Coast Guard aviation reparable 
components. Coast Guard aviation platforms consist of rotary wing and maritime patrol 
aircraft. These type aircraft generate most of their depot maintenance workload in component 
repair versus the greater expense of performing depot level maintenance on the exotic, highly 
stressed structures of tactical jet aircraft. Component rework is most efficiendy accomplished 
in facilities with high througl5>ut and capital investment. The Coast Guard's total component 
repair requirements do not justify such facilities. In FY92, DOD facilities accomplished 
$14.5M of Coast Guard aviation component maintenance, another $75.6M was accomplished 
at commercial facilities. A consolidated depot maintenance system, with efficient, fiiU 
capacity Centers of Excellence that specialize in classes of components, could c^ture and 
execute Coast Guard con5>onent woikload at a savings compared to current commercial costs. 



Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Properly implemented, this alternative will increase Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 
Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes. The Coast Guard would shift aviation component depot level repair from commercial to 
DOD facilities as the DOD facilities became competitive with the commercial sector in temis 
of cost, quality and reliability of supply. 

If your service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
•Top-up projects,'* etc? 

The Coast Guard would not become a provider under this alternative, we would be a 
customer. 
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If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Coast Guard needs a process to insure that our workload can compete for a proper 
aUocation of depot resources. Based on our experience interservice support functions weU m 
peacetime, but during mobilization executive agents tend to allocate resources towards their 
own requirements. We would expect that a properly functioning consoUdaied system would 
have an established process to both allocate resources and address appeals from customers. 
Centers of Excellence should have staffing in significant managerial roles from aU customer. 
Liaison officers do not have the ability to effect proper resource allocation, jomt managers do. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

This altemative offers the greatest long temi improvement in efficiency for the Coast Guard. 
Our depots would focus on what they do best, execution of basic labor mtensive depot 
maintenance on airframes and vessels. Our costs and quaUty of performmg platform 
maintenance are competitive. Coital investoient con^nent repair would migrate to DOD 
Centers of Excellence as these activities prove competitive with the private sector. 

Comments 

DOD depot labor rates, as billed to the Coast Guard on FY93 Depot Maintenance Inteijemce 
Support Agreements (DMISAs), range from $66.49/hr to $107.25/hr with a median of $85/hr. 
Commercial rates are typically $60+/hr. The internal Coast Guard rate at our aviation d^t 
is $43/hr although our depot is not well suited for component repair. Removmg excess depot 
capacity 'and concentrating componem workload should make DOD depots the provider of 
choice for aviation component rework. 
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Altemativt E Consolidation gL Similai/Common Platforms. dlr's> Compnnente m^ tf j^^^. 

Weapon System rompniii^nHi TT,^^^ ff^^^g^y FrT^ffrrtiYf f^mm 

EfTectiyeness: What are the impacts of this altematiye on the militaiy effectiyeness of your 
Seryices^ maintenance process? 

The Coast Guard position on consolidation by platforms is discussed in our analysis of 
Alternative C. Our position on consolidation by components is discussed in our analysis of 
Alternative D. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in militaiy effectiyeness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this altematiye? 

The Coast Guard believes that consolidation of components, subject to cost of repair, will 
improve operational effectiveness. Consolidation of platforms, as proposed in Alternative C, 
may degrade operationaTeffectiveness by an unacceptable decrement. Our position is 
discussed in detail in our analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Not for the Coast Guard. A detailed discussion is available in our analysis of Alternatives C 
and D. 

If your Seryice were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this altematiye, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, seryice unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? . 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

V your Seryice became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managei? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Altematives C and D. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or loi% term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Altematives C and D. 
Comment 

The Coast Guard believes that our platforms, with their mix of platforai and component 
workload, are best served by Alternative D. 
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Mttr*?*^^'' ^ Consolidation 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of tiiis alternative on tiie military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The two Coast Guard depots fall under the Department of Transportation. This makes it 
impractical, and probably unlikely, that they would be consolidated into a civilian Department 
of Defense agency. Our analysis assumes that this alternative would require the Coast Guard 
to interact with a Defense Depot Maintenance Agency built from the individual DOD services' 
depot infrastructure. Our comments regarding consolidation at a platform and component 
level as expressed in our analysis of the other alternatives ^ly to this alternative as well. In 
general, the Coast Guard favors consolidating component depot repair, but not platform depot 
repair. This alternative offers different organizational opportunities and challenges. A new 
organization might be free of individual service bias tend thus more likely to conduct 
appropriate asset allocation, but a civilian defense agency would likely present another layer 
of management over existing organizational structures. The new management would also, by 
concept, be farther removed from operations and mission requirements. The issue seems to 
be whether a defense agency is necessary to implement consolidation. If not, why create 
additional management overhead that is farther removed from its customers? 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

If this altemative was the necessary means to implement DOD depot maintenance 
consolidation, the Coast Guard would seek support for aviation components and selected 
platforms when, and if, the organization was competitive in terms of cost and reliability of 
supply. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but only if depot consolidation cannot occur within and between the services. 

Iff your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for tiiis altemative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

This altemative assumes than an executive agent other than the Coast Guard is created. The 
Coast Guard would be a customer. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Coast Guard comments from Altemative D apply. 
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Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Production efficiencies should result from depot consolidation. Management would be farther 
removed from its customers, possibly with additional layers relative to other alternatives. 

Comments 

This alternative should be reserved for use only if depot consolidation is not possible within 
the services. 
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Alternative G rommercialize MainteaWCT 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on tiie militaiy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

Total commercial depot maintenance of all Coast Guard platforms and components would be 
difficult to execute with enough economy and responsiveness to meet our operational 
requirements. Most of the Coast Guard's current depot maint«iance is conducted at 
commercial activities including, over 80% of our shq>yard availabilities. Our HC-130H fleet 
receives aircraft depot maintenance at a commercial facility under an Air Force contract, and 
most of our aviation components get commercial depot level repair. Commercial support 
works well when workload is steady state or has an ample planning horizon, it does not 
respond well, nor is it economical, for emergent requirements. A large portion of the Coast 
Guard aviation inventory is commercial derivative and foreign sourced. These aircraft, the 
HH-65A arid the HV-25A/B/C, do not have a mature domestic support infrastructure, 
especially the HH-65A. Thus, the Coast Guard has been forced to create an organic 
infrastructure, and act as the catalyst for the creation of commercial infrastructure to support 
these aircraft. Without organic Coast Guard support, these aircraft would not receive 
adequate support. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in mUitaiy effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Despite die Coast Guard's heavy use of commercial depot maintenance, total commercial 
support is not advisable. The decrement to Coast Guard operational effectiveness would be 
where we cannot afford it, to economic and responsible changes in support for changes in 
missions or operational requirements. This has restricted the Coast Guard from an even 
greater use of commercial depot maintenance. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 
No, 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for tiris alternative, ho^ 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 
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Efficiencies: Are tliere near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. Where responsive commercial support exists, it tends to be less expensive than DOD 
support for a non-DOD agency. Some DOD pricing models for Coast Guard support have 
resulted in our use of commercial depot maintenance. High throughput that justify heavy 
capital investment in plant and process are common among the best sources of commercial 
(and DOD) support. But all workload is not capital intensive, and barriers to responsive 
commercial support exist. 

Comment 

Excellent alternative for supplementary use. Small production run, specialized platforms 
should be acquired with system lifecycle commercial support. 
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XNTSMTAXONAUY UiFT BLANK. 
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APPENDIX M 



CONUS Facilities With Weapons and Munitions Depot Maintenance Missions 



Army CONUS Facilities With a Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 



Denot 


Acronvm 


Location 


Seneca Army Depot 


SEAD 


Romulus, NY 


Lexington Blue Grass Amy Depot 


LB AD 


Lexington, KY 


Savanna Amy Depot 


SVAD 


Savanna, IL 


Sierra Amy Depot 


SIAD 


Herlong, CA 


Crane Amy Ammunition Plant 


GAAP 


Crane, IN 


McAlester Amy Ammunition Plant 


MCAAP 


McAlester, OK 


Pine Bluff Arsenal 


PBA 


Pine Bluff, AR 


Pueblo Depot Activity 


PDA 


Pueblo, CO 


Navajo Depot Activity 


NDA 


Flagstaff, AZ 


Fort Wingate Depot Activity 


FWDA 


Gallup, NM 


Umatilla Depot Activity 


UDA 


Umatilla, OR 


Iowa Amy Ammunition Plant 


lAAP 


Burlington, lA 


Milan Amy Ammunition Plant 


MAAP 


Milan, TN 


Hawthorne Amy Ammuntion Plant 


HAAP 


Hawthorne, NJ 


Newport Amy Ammuntion Plant 


NAAP 


Newport, IN 


Aberdeen Proving Ground 


APG 


Aberdeen Proving 



Ground, MD 



Amv CONUS Multipurpose Depots With a Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 
Depot Location 
Anniston Amy Depot ANAD Anniston, AL 

Letterkenny Amy Depot LEAD Chambersburg, PA 

Red River Amy Depot RRAD Texarkana, TX 

Tooele Amy Depot TEAD Tooele, UT 



Naw CONUS FaciUties With a Weapons or Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 



Depot 




Location 


Naval Weapons Station Earle 


NWSEL 


Earle, NJ 


Naval Weapons Station Yorktown 


NWSYK 


Yorktown, VA 


Naval Weapons Station Charleston 


NWSCH 


Charleston, SC 


Naval We^ns Station Concord 


NWSCO 


Concord, CA 


Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach 


NWSSB 


Seal Beach, CA 


Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport 


NUWCK 


Keyport, WA 


Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville 


NSWCL 


Louisville, KY 


Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane 


NSWCC 


Crane, IN 


Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head 


NSWCIH 


Indian Head, MD 
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APPENDIX N 
Open Meeting Attendees 
1300, 26 Januaiy 1993 



Name 


OrgsHiizatton 


Phone Nintiber 


Gen J. J. Went, USMC(Ret) 


Depot Consolidation Study 




Gen B. Poe II, USAF(Ret) 


Depot Consolidation Study 




Gen LJ. Wagner, USA(Ret) 


Depot Consolidation Study 




VADM E.A. Grinstead, SC, USN(Ret) 


Depot Consolklation Study 




Mr. J; McCarthy 


Depot ConsoKdation Study 




Col T.B. Slade, USAF 


Joint Staff/J-4/SCAD 


1-703-695-9212 


COLJ.T. Burton, USA 


OJCS/Legal Counsel 


1-703-697-1137 


CDR J. Rnk, USN 


Joint Staff/J-4/SCAD 


1-703-695-9234 


Lt Col T. Wegemer, USAF 


Joint SlaH/J-4/SCAD 


1-703-695-9234 


CDR J. Barrett, SC, USN 


Joint Staff/J-4/SCAD 


1-703-695-9234 


Mr. Enemencio Sanchez 


GAO 


1-210-521-7960 


Mr. Larry Junek 


GAO 


1-210-521-7960 


Mr. Al Barbero 


Sondstrano/AIA 


1-703-276-1626 


Mr. Alex Yellin 


Defense Base Closure Commission(A/F) 


1-703-696-0504 


Mr. Frank Cirillo 


Defense Base Closure Commission(USN) 


1-703-696-0504 


Mr. Bill Egen 


McDonnell Douglas 


1-703-412-3877 


Mr. Bill Carrier 


McDonnell Douglas 


1-314-234-6549 
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Open Meeting Attendees 
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'hone Number 


Mr. Bob Mason 


OASD(P&L) UMD 


- / oo-oy / - r you 


Capt Tom Hancock, USN 


OPNAV Aviation Mamt Policy 


- / uo" oy / "Oou / 


Ms. Pat Dalton 


U.S. Manne Corps (LPP) 




Col Mark Roddv, USAF 


HQ, USAF/LGMM 


H COT Q7TK 


LTCOL Clarence Newby. USA 


HQ, DA(DALO-SMM) 


1 - / Uo-o 1 ^fr-o / o^ 


Mr. Barry Steinberg 


Jordan, Coyne, Savits & Lopala 


i OftO 

1 -^Ufc"0# 1 "0057fc 


Mr. Henry Schultz 


Lockheed 


1-f Uo-*H o-O/OU 


Mr. Wimpy Pybus 


OASD(P&L) MD 


1 - / UO O 1 ^^Owfc 


Ms. Genevieve Meyer 


DoD Comptroller (MS/DMI) 


1 • / uo'Oy / "ODou 


Ms. Linda Peter 


General Dynamics 


"i TAO_Q7ft QQQ7 


Mr. JoNattian Tyson ' 


General Dynamics (consultant) 


HI OM £tf\A OOAO. 

1 -oO 1 -oU4-^4o 


Lt Col Ron Coleman 


HQMC (l&L) 


1 - / uo-oyO"i uoy 


Capt L C. Mitchell, SC, USN 


OPNAV {N-43) 


1 - / Oo-oy o-o^oo 


Mr. Jeffrey Dodson 


Boeing 


1 - / oo-ooo-yo*K> 


Mr. Jack Nunn 


Office of Technological Affairs 


1 -^0^-ttO-D*f**D 


Mr. Joel Marsh 


United Technology Corporation 


1 -^u^-ooo- # *mo 


Mr. Robert Earl 


General Dynamics 


1 - / Uo-o / o-owo 


Mr. Michael Mitchell 


L.oct>n@eu 


1-703-413-5613 
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